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against the steel corporation, and that the situation had been in no way 
changed by its acquisition of the Tennessee Coal and Iron Company. 

I have thus given to the Senate all the information in the possession 
of the Executive Department which ali'pears to me to be material or 
relevant on the subject of the resolution. I feel bound, however, to 
add that I have instructed the Attorney-General not to respond to that 
portion of the resolution which calls for a statement of his reasons for 
nonaction. I have done so because I do not conceive it to be within 
the authority of the Senate to give directions of this character to the 
head of an executive department or demand from him reasons for 
his action. Heads of the executive departments are subject to the 
Constitution, and to the laws passed by the Congress in pursuance of 
the Constitution, and to the directions of the President of the United 
Statr.:s, but to no ot_her direction whatever. 

THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 
THE WHITE HousE, January 6, 1909. 

THE CALENDAR. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The calendar, under Rule VIII, is in 
order. The Secretary will state the first business on the calendar. 

The bill (H. n.. 15372) for the allowance of certain claims 
reported by the Court of Claims under the provisions of the 
acts appro1ed March 3, 1883, and March 3, 1887, and commqnly 
known n s the " Bowman " and " Tucker " acts, was announced 
as first in order. 

1\Ir. KEA.N. Let that bill go over. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will go over, without preju

dice, at the request of the Senator from New Jersey. 
The joint resolution (S. R. 74) suspending the commodity 

clause of the present interstate commerce law was announced 
as next in order. 

1\fr. KEA:r-i'. Let that go over, also. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The joint resolution will be passed 

o1er, without prejudice, at the request of the Senator from New 
Jersey. ' 

Senate resolution 93, relating to the reorganization of the 
Northern Pacific Railroad Company, submitted by Mr. HEY
BURN February 6, 1908, and reported by Mr. BURKETT, from the 
Committee on Pacific Railroads, April 7, 1908, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. KEAN. Let that also go over. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The resolution will go over without 

prejudice, at the request of the Senator from New Jersey. 
The bill ( S. 915) to prevent the sale of intoxicating liquors 

in buildings, ships, navy-yards, and parks and other premises 
owned or used by the United States Government, was announced 
as next in order. 

. Mr. 1\IcCUl\IBER. I ask that that bill go over. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over with

out prejudice, at the request of the Senator from· North Dakota. 
E..'CECUTIVE SESSION. 

Mr. KEA.l~. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera
tion of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After ten minutes spent in 
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 1 o'clock 
and 22 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, 
Friday, January 8, 1909, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

CONFIRMATIONS. 
Exectttive nominations conjinned by the Senate January i, 1909. 
. COLLECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE. 

George E. Work, of West Virginia, to be collector of internal 
revenue for the district of West Virginia. 

POSTMASTER. 

TEXAS. 

Jerra L. Hickson to be postmaster at Gainesville, Tex. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

THuRSDAY, January 7, 1909. 
Tbe House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D. 

-The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

COEUR D'ALENE INDIAN RESERVATION. 

Mr. FRENCH. ~1r. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union be 
discharged from the further consideration of the bill which I 
send to the Clerk's desk (H. R. ~1458), authorizing sales of land 
within the Coeur d'Alene Indian ReserYation to the Northern 
Idaho Insane Asylum and to the University of Idaho. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Idaho asks unanimous 
con ent that the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union be discharged from the further consideration of 
the following bill, and that the same be considered in the House. 

XLIII--37 

The bill was read,_ as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the · Secretary of the Interior is hereby au

thorized, in his discretion, to sell to the State of Idaho, for the use of 
the Northern Idaho Insane Asylum, land not to exceed in area four 
sections, to be selected by the governor of the State, within the limits 
of the Coeur d'Alene Indian Reservation, upon the approval of the 
Secretary of the Interior, said State to pay therefor, upon receiving a 
grant thereof, such price per acre as shall be fixed by the Secretary of 
the Interior. The moneys derived from said sale shall be deposited in 
the Treasury of the United States for the benefit of the Indians of said 
reservation. 

SEc. 2. That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized, in 
his discretion, to sell to the regents of the University of the State of 
Idaho, for the use of said university, land not to exceed 640 acres in 
area,. t<? be selected by the said regents of the said university within 
the limits of the Coeur d'Alene Indian Reservation, upon the approval 
of the Secretary of the Interior, said regents to pay therefor, upon re
ceiving a grant thereof, such price per acre as shall be fixed by the 
Secretary of the Interior. The moneys derived from said sale shall be 
deposited in the Treasury of the United States for the benefit of the 
Indians of said reservation. 

Mr. FRENCH. There are three proposed amendments to the 
bill. 

The Clerk read the amendments, as follows: 
Page 1, line 11, insert after the word " Interior " the words " but 

which shall not be less than $2.50 per acre." 
On page 2, line 4, insert after the word "Interior" the words "but 

which shall not be less than $2.50 per acre." 
Line 10, page 2, strike out the words "per acre." 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the -right to ob
ject, I should like to ask the gentleman a question for infor
mation. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FRENCH. I yield. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I should like to ask the 

gentleman, first, as to the amendments he proposes to offer. Do 
these amendments come from the Committee on Public Lands? 

Mr. FRENCH. The bill is from the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, and the amendments have the approval of the chairman 
of the committee, together with that of the ranking member on 
the Democratic side. All that the amendment does is to pro
vide a minimum price, below which the land may not be sold. 
That was the objection raised a couple of days ago when I 
asked unanimous consent, and this meets with the approyal of 
the Members who raised that objection, as well as the approval 
of the chairman of the committee and the leader of the Demo
cratic side upon the committee . 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. What I wanted to find out was whether 
the amendment was the gentleman's own amendment or whether 
it came from the committee. 

Mr. FRENCH. Oh, it is my own amendment, with that 
indorsement. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The members of the committee ha-ve 
been informed and consent to it? 

Mr. FRENCH. The chairman of the committee, together with 
the leader of the minority side upon the committee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? · 
There was no objection. 
The amenQJ:nents were agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 

third time, and was accordingly read the third time and passed. 
SALE OF ISOLATED TRACTS OF LAND ON NEZ PERCE INDIAN 

RESERVATION. 

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee of the Whole Rouse on the state of the Union 
be discharged from the consideration of the following bill, 
which I send to the Clerk's desk, and that it be considered in 
the House with amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Idaho asks unanimous 
consent that the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union be discharged from the consideration of the following 
bill, with amendments, which the Clerk will report, and that the 
same be considered in the House. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
A bill (H. R. 19095) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to sell 

isolated tracts of land within the Nez Perce Indian Reservation. 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Intel'ior be, and he is 

he~eby, auth~Hized to sell at publ.ic .auction any isolated and unappro
pnated pubhc lands embraced wrthm the Nez Perce Indian Reserva
tion in the same manner as isolated tracts within the public domain 
are sold under the general law providing for the sale of isolated tracts: 
Provided, That for agricultural lands purchasers under this act shall 
pay not less than $3.75 per acre, and for lands valuable for stone and 
timber they shall pay not less than $5 per acre. 

The Clerk read the amendments, as follows: 
Strike o.ut lines 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and the words "the sale of isolated 

tracts," of line 8, page 1, and insert in lieu thet·eof the following: 
" That the law providing for the sale of any isolated or disconnected 

tract or parcel of the public domain is hereby extended and made ap
plicable to any isolated and unappropriated public lands embraced within 
the Nez Pcrces Indian Reservation." 
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l\fr. 1\IAl\TN. I would like to ask the gentleman if those are that the department, in addition' to the gentleman's friends who 
the nt~endments agreed upon yesterday? desire to get this land, advise the rnle of it. 

_rr. FRENCH. Yes. Mr. FRENCH. The department approves of it in their re-
Mr. MO~TDELL. Does the amendment in any way affect the port, which I have here. 

minip.1um price p:r;ovided for in the bill? Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Is this the same bill that the 
fr. FllENCII. Not at all. gentleman had up yesterday? 

~Ir. 'V ALDO. Will the gentleman state how much land this Mr. FRENCH. It is the same bill, with the modification that 
bill covers? was made, to meet the objection raised by the gentleman from 

Mr. FRENCH. That is hard to get at. There are a few Illinois [1\Ir. 1\fANN] . 
patches here and there. They could be acquired under the home- Mr. GAIJ\'ES of Tennessee. The same changes suggested are 
stead law without the payment of a cent. This land has no now in the bill? 
considerable value, and it is to enable the department to dis- Mr. FRENCH. It contains the exact modification; yes. 
po .. e of the l:md for the benefit of the Indians. The SPEAKER. I s there objection? · [After a pause.] The 

lr. WALDO. Can not the gentleman give the House some Chair hears none. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
idea of the amount of land to be disposed of? ment. 

l\lr. FRENCH. We have a general isolated land-tract law The question was taken and the amendments were agreed to. 
applying to all the public lands of the United States. This The SPEAKER. The question now is on the engrossment 
simply extends the provisions of that law to this reservation, and tbird reading of the bill as amended. 
the mme as the provision has been made in all of the recent The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
bills opening reservations. The law opening the Nez Perces read the third time, and passed. 
Reservation was passed fourteen or eighteen years ago, and at The SPEAKER. Without objection, the title of the blll will 
that time no provision was made whereby isolated tracts could be amended so as to read "Nez Perces.'' 
be dispo~ed of. We want the same law to apply to this as ap- There was no objecti-on. 
plies to all the other public domain of the United States. There On motion of. Mr. FRENCH, a motion to reconsider the votes by 
is a minimum number of ,acres that may be acquired by each in- which the two foregoing bills were passed was laid on the table. 
di,-idual; it can not exceed 160 acres. DETAIL OF RETIRED ARMY OFFICERS. 

Mr. WALDO. I understand that part of it, but I have failed 
:ret to get an answer to my question whether the gentleman has 1\Ir. SLAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up the following privi-
any idea of how much land he is trying to dispose of. leged House resolution, which I send to the desk and ask to 

haye read. 
l\fr. FREKCH. I have no definite information upon that The Clerk read as follows: 

poi~;: WALDO. Whether it is 100 acres or 1,000,000 acres or House resolution 468. 
1000 ? Resolved, 'l'hat the Secretary of War be requested to inform the 

• acres· House of Representatives what efforts have been made to carry out the 
Mr. FRENCH. Only a sman area. I do not know exactly. present law looking to the detail of retired officers on certain duties 

The department approves of this bill. There is a general law, ~~tief~f~1~eed0rb~~~cers detached from their proper commands or 
as 1 have stated, prov-iding for the disposition of isolated tracts, And the Secretary of War is further requested to report the number 
which applies to all public lands in the United States. Similar and grades of offi~rs taken from the active Ust who are now on duties 
provision has been included in all recent laws opening Indian which, under existing law, could be performed by capable and ex
re ervations. That provision was omitted when this bill was pet·ienced officers if detailed from the retired list, thereby insuring the 

return of such active officers to their proper commands or duties. 
passed fourteen or fifteen years ago. We simply want the same 
law extended to this reservation, with the exception that the 'l'he SPEAKE.R. The gentleman reports the resolution from 

the Committee on Military Affairs? 
committee insist on having a larger minimum price than that 1\Ir. SLAYDEN. I do. 1\fr. Speaker, this resolution simply 
which prevailed elsewhere, because the bill as first passed con- calls on the Secretary of War for information as to the seni~e 
tained a larger minimum price, and it is to meet that. now being done. by officers of the active lis~ of the army detailed 

1\Ir. WALDO. It seems to me that the gentleman ought to be to work not properly in the line of the military vocation. It 
able to inform the ~ouse ho": muchf 1.and he is trying to dispose also asks the Secretary of War to supply the House with a list 
of, or, at lea_st, to give some Idea 0 It. • of the number and o-rades of officers that are taken from the 
. 1\lr. FRE~CH. .I do not see how that bear~ upon the qu~~- active list and now oon duty which, under the existing law, may 

tion, .because the _Isolated land-tract law applies to the enfue be performed by capable and experienced officers on the retired 
domum of the Uruted States. lu t d th ~ f ·t · t "f ·t b t 'bl t t 

l\1 · WALDO But not to this particular tract? s • an e purpo..,~ 0 I IS 0 . see 1 I e ~~ possi e o mee 
~ ~ · T • • • • • • • the shortage of active officers m regular military work by de-
1\fr. FRENCH. No, because It IS not regarded as public do- tailing, .ns the law ·provides, certain officers on the retired list 

m~~~·~ wALDO. It seems to me that before disposing of this to do that work. The committee passed the re olution unani
land in this reservation we ought to know how much we are mously and authorized me to have it called np. If the informa

tion to be sent to the House by the Secretary of W::tr is such 
trying to dispo e of. as I ha'\'e reason to believe it will be, I think it will obviate the 

Mr. FRENCH. The land within the reservation is practically necessity for a large increase in the number · of officers on the 
entirely settled now. There are a few little corners here and active list which is being asked for by the \Var Department . . 
there that could be acquired to-day under the homestead law The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolution. 
without the payment of a single cent, yet they remain untaken, The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to. 
Because of the fact that the Government can not dispose of 
these lands, this bill was introduced to try to sell them for 
not less than $3.75 per acre. The money goes into the Public 
Treasury. 

Mr. WALDO. Can the gentleman inform us whether it is 
asked for by the department, or some one who desires to acquire 
all of these tracts? 

Mr. FREJ.'\CH. The department approves of the legislation. 
Mr. MONDELL. Is it not true that all the recent Indian 

tre::tties contain a provision which allows just such a sale as 
this to dispose of these remaining lands after a certain number 
of years? Since the Government changed its policy in regard 
to the Indian lands whereby they no longer become the pur
chHer of the land, but become the agent of the Indians for 
their E~le, it is nece sary, if the Indians are to be paid for the 
odd pieces of not valuable lands remaining after the home
steader takes all he wants, that there shall be some provision 
whereby the remaining tracts shall be sold. This bill applies 
to the isolated-tracts law to this reservation as it applies to the 
same conditions el ewhere on the public domain. 

Mr. WALDO. Can the gentleman inform us whether this 
land now belongs to the Government or to the Indians? 

1\lr. FRE TCH. Why, the land belongs to the Government; 
yes. 

1\.fr. WALDO. And it is the understanding of the gentleman 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL. 
Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 

House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union for the consideration of II. R. 253:)2, 
making appropriations to provide for the expenses of the govern
ment of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1D10, and for other purposes, and pending that motion I 
ask unanimous consent that the time for general debate be 
divided equally between the majority and the minority of the 
House, the time of the minority to be controlled by the gentle
man from Texas [1\fr. BURLESON], the ranking member of the 
minority subcommittee, and the time on the majority side to 
be controlled by myself. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani
mous consent that the time for general debate be divided equally 
between the two sides of the llou e, to be controlled by the 
gentleman from Michigan arid by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BURLESON] . Is there objection? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. 1\Ir. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I should Hke to know how much time it is 
propo ed to occupy in geneTal debate. 

Mr. GARDNER of l\fichigan. 1\Ir. Speaker, the time is a 
little indefinite. There aTe three or more honr asked for at 
this moment, and other gentlemen desire to be heard, I am told. 
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Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. How much time can the 

gentleman give me? 
Mr. OLMSTED. The gentleman from Michigan does not ask 

for any limitation of time. 
l\Ir. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I would like to have half 

an hour. 
l\Ir. GARDNER of Michigan. Very well. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 

Chair hears none. The question is on the motion of the gentle
man from Michigan that the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the District of Columbia appropriation bill. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration 
of the District of Columbia appropriation bill, with l\Ir. OLM
STED in the chair. 

Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. 1\Ir. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani
mous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

l\Ir. GARDNER of Michigan. l\Ir. Chairman, I desire to post
pone a statement with regard to the bill until just before it is 
taken up under the five-minute rule-in other words, after the 
close of general debate. It had been my purpose to call upon 
the present occupant of the chair to occupy time. Time is now 
allowed to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLMSTED] 
of one hour or such other time as he may choose to occupy. 

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Chairman, in no parliamentary hody on 
earth is there allowed greater latitude and freedom in debate 
than in our Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. We are permitted to speak upon any and every possible 
subject. Therefore I may wander from the subject-matter ?f 
the pending bill and discuss, to some extent, the rules of th1s 
House. 

When a Congressman fails to secure the passage of a bill 
in which some or all of his people are interested he is very apt 
to go home and say that he could not catch the elusive eye of 
the Speaker or that the Committee on Rules sat down upon 
him or tha't by the rules of the House he was so cribbed, 
cab~ed and confined that he could accomplish nothing. As 
many thousands of bills fall e>ery year without discussion or 
consideration, these reiterated excuses haYe had a wide effect, 
and there has come about a great deal of criticism of the 
Speaker and the Committee on Rules, but more particularly of 
the rules themsel>es-not any particular rule, but just "the 
rules." They have come to be looked upon by a good many 
people outside of Congress as framed for the express purpose 
of preventing legislation.. and preventing the discussion of pro
posed legislation. There may be also some gentlemen upon this 
floor who feel that in some way they are being deprived of some 
of their rights. 

Our present rules are substantially the same as those of the 
Fifty-first Congress, presided over by Thomas B. Ueed. In 
discussing the question of their readoption by the present Con
gress when it organized on the 2d day of December, 1907, a 
Yery distinguished Democrat is recorded, upon page 8 of the 
RECORD, as having said : 

We shall hope that the time is not far distant when those who are 
chosen to represent free men in the greatest legislative body, as we 
frequently hear, upon the face of the earth shall stand forth in the 
"'lory of a noble trust, possessed of the powers of the real Representa
tive not by permission of anybody, responsible alone to his God above 
him' and his constituents behind him. 

Then a little later, upon the 24th o:t;, January, 1908, another 
gentleman upon that side of the House, from the same State, 
said: 

This is not the place for a lock-step march. It is the place where 
every man ought to be permitted to express the sentiments of his own 
people as he understands them, responsible only ~o the . God who ob
serves what he does and to the people who gave hrm their support. 

In the course of the same speech he also said: 
Give these Representatives their rights upon this floor. Let every 

man have the privilege to rise in his place and present what he chooses 
for the consideration of this Honse, and then let that matter be dis
posed by a free and untramml!led expression of the representatives of 
the people. 

The same gentleman had previously said, on the 5th of March, 
1906: 

Every Member of this Honse who was elected to come here should 
be allowed to raise his voice and cast his vote in behalf of those 
measures his people are interested in. 

On the 5th of February, 1908, a Member upon this side of 
the Chamber said, as reported at page 1650 of the RECORD: 

The adoption of the rules places manacles upon the legislative hands 
of the Member, places a gag upon his tongue and clamps upon his brain 
for all the purposes of vital legislation in the interest of the people. 

Upon that occasion he expended just fifty minutes in fluent 
speech and graceful oratory in his endeavor to convince us that 
he had a gag upon his tongue as well as the manacles and 
clamps referred to. [Laughter.] 

Then next we had Mr. Bryan's national convention at Denver, 
on the 18th of July last, unanimously adopting as one of the 
plank8 of his platform the following : · 

The House of Representatives, as controlled in recent years by the 
Republican party, has ceased to be a deliberative and executive body, 
but has come under the absolute domination of the Speaker, who has 
entire control of its deliberations and powers of legislation. 

We demand that the House of Representatives shall again become 
a deliberative body, controlled by a majority of the people's representa
tives and not by the Speaker, and we pledge ourselves to adopt such 
rules and regulations to govern the House of Representatives as will 
enable a majority of its Members to dictate its deliberations and con
trol legislation. 

But the latest, the most unexpected, and perhaps the most 
serious attack upon the rules of this House was made by a 
gentleman whose service here began with my own. In the 
first year we served upon the same committee, and have been 
very good friends ever since. In fact, everybody here is his 
friend. I refer, of course, to -the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. GAINES], who only a few days ago, upon the 15th of last 
month, said: 

I want to say, gentlemen, I have been a kicker for twelve years, and 
if I should stay in this Congress until I arrive at the age of 144 years, 
I would kick against the rules of this or any House that suppress free 
speech. 

[Laughter.] 
This is " the most unkindest cut of all," coming, as it does, 

from a gentleman who, in the first session of the present Con
gress, .delivered no less than 209 speeches, covering the widest 
possible range of topics, from the Kongo Free State to the postal 
service on Mount Eagle, Tenn. ; from clean money to cam
paign contributions; from fish - culture to ship subsidy; from 
wood pulp to the Ladies' Hermitage Association; from tariff 
revision to the prevention of tuberculosis; from fierce and war
like denunciation of the tobacco trust to the tender memories 
which cluster about the mistletoe bough, in whose defense 
against the onslaughts of th~ gentlem~n from Texas [1.\Ir. BUB
LEBO~] he even quoted poetry. [Laughter.] l\Iy distinguished 
and handsome friend not only made 209 speeches himself, but 
he assisted nearly every other l\lember in making his. 

Having so often overwhelmed us with the whirlwind of his 
eloquence and his emotions; so often instructed, enlightened, 
and charmed us; so often intoxicated us by the exuberance of 
his entrancing and epidictic oratory, he is a li>ing illustration 
of the fact that free speech is not entirely suppressed-not en
tirely. 

Referring to the Democratic platform, I venture to assert 
that the present rules do "enable a majority of its Mem
bers to dictate its deliberations and control legislation " to a 
yastly greater e~tent than any other body of rules ever in force 
in this House. In the adoption of the so-called Reed rules, 
which now obtain, the changes from former rules were made 
with the declared intention of preventing a minority, frequently 
a very small one, from controlling the time of the Iiouse and 
preventing the h·ansaction of business. They were made for 
the express purpose of enabling the majority to dictate its de
liberations and control legislation. They were adopted in 1890 
in the Fifty-first Congress, presided over by Thomas B. Reed.. 
That Congress made, however, only four material changes in 
the rules n.s they had previously existed. But those changes 
were very important. 

That some who were not present in those days and have 
not stopped' to look up the history and reason for the changes 
then made may the more readily understand their necessity, 
I shall call attention to a few illuminative public statements. 
For instance, an editorial in the New York Times, published 

·during the last session of the Democratic Fiftieth Congress, 
contained this language: 

By a gradual process of evolution, the theory that the rules mny be 
properly overturned in the defense of political minority has developed 
into a doctrine that any minority, however small, on any question 
pending or likely to come up, may put a stop to all business until a 
contract is entered into by the majority, or by the Speaker, that some 
measure of business will not be considered. This is filibustering run 
mad. The idea that all public business may be stopped because !it 
some future undefined time the majority of the Honse may pass a bill 
which is opposed by a few Members, revolutionizes all theot·ies of the 
(one line of copy illegible). It places the power of the leglRlative 
branch of the Government In the discretion of one man. It offers a 
bribe to corruption. It is a premium upon indolence and stupidity. A 
bribe taker may effectively stand in the way of all legislation until 
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he kills the bill which he is paid to oppose. A lazy or stupid Member 
may defeat a measure by brute force, simply because he is unable to 
conduct an honest and intelligent opposition when the measure is 
under consideration. 

On the first Monday of this month it was expected that. the p~bllc 
busin ss in Conzress would proceed. It was the day on which motions 
by individual ~!embers to suspend the rules are in order. The pro
ceeding however, follows the call of States for the introduction of 
bills. Some weeks since an effort was made to do away with the call 
of States on Mondays, when motions to suspend the rules are in order. 
The Committee on Rules reported a resolution to that effect, but the 
filibusters resorted to dilatory tactics and defeated the attempt. It 
was the failure of this rule that made it possible for a minority of five 
to waste a day on which much of importance might have been ac-
complished. • • • . 

Five men controlled the House and prevented legislation which two
thirds of the members favored. Never before had the art of obstruc
tion reached such perfection. Government by the minority was in the 
ascendant and the minority was so small that the next step in the 
evolution 'of Mr. Randall's theory is irresistible. Unless the evil which 
prevailed on the first Monday of February is cured, the time is soon 
coming when all legislation in the House of Representatives must be by 
unanimous consent, which is possible only in the case of unimportant 
bills or of universal log-rolling schemes. 

That is the kind of "deliberative body" which the Denver 
platform demands that the House shall " again become." Here 
is a sample of that kind of deliberation, from the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of January 9, 1889: 

HOUSE OF REPRESEJNTATIVES. 
Wed1tesday, January 9, 1B89. 

The House met at 12 o'clock m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. W. H. 
Milburn, D. D. 

ORDER Oi' BUSINESS. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the Journal. 
!r. WEAVER. I rise to a question of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Mt·. WEAVER. Clause 1 of Rule I provides that-
" The Speaker shall take the chair on every legislative day pr~cisely 

at the hour to which the House shall have adJourned at the last sitting, 
immediately call the Members to order, and on the appearance of a 
quorum cause the Journal of the proceedings of the last day's sitting 
to be read, having previously examined and app1·oved the same." . . 

I make the point of order that the Journal can not be read unbl it IS 
ascertained that a quorum is present. 
· The SPEAKER. That point of order was made during the last ses
sion of Congress and the Chair sustained it. It is not only a rule of 
the House, but the Constitution itsel:t provides that it shall re<Juire a 
majority of the Members-elect to transact business ; and the readrng and 
approval of the Journal is the transaction of business, because tbe 
Journal is nothing more tlt.'l..n memoranda made by an officer of the 
Rouse, until it is approved by the House. 

The Clerk will call the roll. 
The roll was called, and the following Members answered to their 

na(Ji~~e follows the list of names, which it took forty-five minutes 

to rf~~l.kPElA.KER. Two hundred and three gentlemen are present, and 
there is a quorum. 

Mr. WEAVER. I move the House adjourn; and pending Piat mo
tion, I move that when the House adjourn to·day it be until Friday 

nen~. RANDALL. I suggest that the roll call, as directed by the Speaker, 
was for the purpose of knowing whether there was a quorum present, 
and when the Speaker found a quorum present the next requirement is 
that the Journal be read. 

The SPEAKER. '.rhe requirement is, the Speaker shall direct that the 
Journal be read. The Chair thinks the House may adjourn to prevent 
the reading of the Journal at any time it thinks proper. Such motions 
have been made before, and the House has adjourned without the 
reading of the Journal. . 

The question was taken on adjournment until Friday; and the 
Speaker announced that the noes seemed to have it. 

Mr. WEAVER Division. 
The House divided ; and there were-ayes 3, noes 139. 
Mr. WEAVER. No quorum. 
The Chair appointed Mr. WEAVER and Mr. CRISP as tellers. 
Mr. JACKSON. I demand the yeas and nays. 
Mr. CRISP (to Mr. JACKSON). Do not do that; we will get a quorum 

pr~~~t}~CKSON. I will withdraw the demand for the yeas and nays. 
After some time spent in counting, the tellers reported-ayes none, 

no~shi3lPEAKER. No quorum has yet voted. 
The tellers continued the count, and finally reported-ayes none, 

no§~ 1~3e motion that when the House adjourn to-day It adjourn to 
meet on Friday next was disagreed to. 

Mr. WEAVER. I move that when the House adjourn to-day tt be to 
meet on Saturday next. 

The question was taken ; and the Speaker announced that the noes 
seemed to have it. 

Mr. WEAVER. Division. 
The House divided ; and there were-ayes none, noes 115. 
Mr. WEAVER. Jo quorum. · 
Mr. WEAVER and Mr. CRISP were appointed tellers. 
The House again divided ; and the tellers reported-ayes none, 

noes 106. 
The SPEAKER. No quorum has yet voted. 
Mr. GROSVENOR . .IUr. Speaker, I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. GROSVENOR. I want to know whether during the attempt to 

obtain a quorum it would be in order for Mr. CRISP to address the 
House on the rights of a minority being protected under our form of 
government. [Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER. It would not. 
The tellers again reported-aye 1, noes 163; so the motion to adjourn 

tilk~~W~JE:., ~ootv;g{£~~ ~hen the House adjourn to-day, it be to 

mP~~~ .. 0rcR¥~d~y ;:::-the point or order that that is more than three 
days. 

The SPmA.KER. It is four days. 
Mr. WEAVER. Then I move that the House take a recess until half 

past 2 o'clock. 
The question· was taken; and the Speali:~r announced that the noes 

seemed to have it_ 
Mr. WEAVER. Division. 
The House divided ; and there were-ayes 3, noes 153. 
Mr. WEAVER. No quorum. 
Mr. WEAVER and Mr. CRISP were appointed tellers. 
The House divided ; and the tellers reported-ayes none, noes 90. 
The SPEAKER. No quorum has yet voted. 
Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I would like to inquire of the gentleman 

from Georgia [Mr. CRISP] whether there is anything else that can be 
done to protect the rights of the minority. [Laughter.] 

1\Ir. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Georgia has said noth-
ing to indicate that he was at all objecting to this. 

Mr. PAYSO:!'f. How does tb.e minority feel about it? 
Mr. ROGERS. There is no minority. 
Mr. WEAVER.. This is a fight for the rights of the majority. 
Mr. PAYSON. I think we ought to be advised as to how- "the minor

ity" himself [Mr. WEAVER] feels as to his own situation. [Laughter.] 
MESSAGE FROM THE SEXATE. 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, an
nounced the passage of a bill and joint resolution of the following 
title : 

A bill (H. R. 9211) for the relief of Jesse Durnell; and 
Joint resolution (H. Res. 246) authorizing the Secretary of War 

to loan to the committee on inaugural ceremonies fia.gs, etc. 
It also announced disagreement to the amendment of the House to 

the bill (S. 1305) to incorporate the Maritime Canal Company of 
Nicaragua, asked a conference on the disagl'eeing votes of the two 
Houses, and had appointed as managers of said conference on its part 
M.r. Sherman, Mr. Edmunds, and M.r . Morgan. 

It further announced the adoption of a resolution, in which the con
currence of the House was requested, for printing the report of the 
National Academy of Sciences for 1887. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 
The SPEAKER. Upon the pending question, the tellers report

ayes 2, noes 161. The noes have it and the motion is not agreed to. 
Mr. WEAVER. I move that the House take a recess until half past 

1 o'clock. 
The question was taken ; and the Speaker declared that the noes 

seemed to have it. 
Mr. WEAVER. I ask for a division. 
The House divided ; and there were-ayes none, noes 81. 
Mr. WEAVER. No quorum. 
The SPEAKER. The point being made that no quorum has voted, 

the Chair will appoint to act as tellers the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mt·. CRISP] and the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. WEAVER]. 

The House divided; and the tellers reported-ayes none, noes 117. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. HATCH]. No quorum has voted. 

There is evidently a quorum present in the House, and the Chair hopes 
members will come forward and vote. 

Mr. STEELE (at half past 1 o'clock p. m. ) . Mr. Speaker, I make the 
point of order that the time named in the pending motion to take a 
recess has arrived, and that the motion therefore fall~ and I now 
call up the bill (S. 944) to increase the pension of 1\us. Elizabetll 
Scott. 

Mr. WEAVER. Regular order. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state to the gentleman 

f.rom Indiana [Mr. STEELE] that the House is dividing and no quorum 
has voted. 

Mr. STEELE. But the time during which it was proposed that the 
House should take a recess has expired. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The questinn is under consideration, and 
it is for the House to determine. The Chair will again remind mem
bers that no quorum has voted. There is obviously a quorum present 
and the Chair hopes that gentlemen will come forward and vote and 

mail~ . aST~~i!:~:But the hour to which the gentleman from Iowa [1\Ir. 
WEAVER] moved to take a recess having expired is it not in order to 
make that point? 

The SPEAKER. pro tempore. That is a matter for the House to de
termine. The Chair will state to the gentleman [Mr. STEELE] further 
that even if that question were determined his motion would not be 
in order, because the Journal of yesterday's proceedings has not yet 
been read. No motion is in order until after the Journal has been 

re~i.·. STEELE. I wish to discuss that point of order, but I yield now to 
my friend from Michigan [Mr. BREWER]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is not in order. 
Mr. WHITE of New York. Mr. Speaker, would it be In order to Inquire 

If protection to the rights of the minority is the palladium of our 
liberties to-day? [Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair does not think that is a par
liamentary inquiry. If members who are present desire that the busi
ness of the House shall proceed they wlll come forward and vote and 
make a quorum. It is for them to determine whether the business of 
the House shall be blocked in this way or not. 

The tellers reported-ayes none, noes 15.2. 
Mr. WEAVER. No quorum. 
Mr. McCREARY. I move a call of the House. 
Mr. McCULLOGH. I rise to a point of ordel". 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. McCULLOGH. When a motion is made, and upon a vote the ayes 

are none, does not the motion fail? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Not unless there is a quorum. The gen

tleman from Iowa [Mr. WEAVER] insists upon the point that no quorum 
bas voted. The question is on the motion of the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. McCREARY] that a call of the House be ordered. 

A call of the House was ordered-ayes 73, noes 5. 
The roll was called, when the following Members failed to answer 

to their names : 
(Here follows the list of names again, the calling of which took 

another forty.five ·minutes.) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. HATCH) . The roll call discloses the 

presence of 232 Members, being more than a quorum. 
Mr. McCREARY. As a quorum is present, I move to dispense with 

further proceedings under the call. 
The motion of Mr. McCREARY was agreed to. 
Mr. WEAVER. I move that the House take a recess until forty minutes 

after 2 o'clock. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. There Is already a motion pending which 

must be determined. The tellers will resume their places. The ques
tion is on the motion submitted by the gentleman from Iowa LMr. 
WEAVER] that the House take a re~ss until half past 1 o'clock to-day. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. I make a point of order--
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The point of order which the Chair un

derstands the gentleman desires to make bas already been overruled. 
This is a question which must be determined by the House. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. I call the attention of the Chair to the fact that 
It is now 2 o'clock. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is a matter for the House. The 
motion having been made must be voted upon. The House is dividing 
on the . question. 

Mr. WEAVER. I make the point that the vote must now be taken de 
novo. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair so holds. 
Mr. BucHANAN. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. I understand the 

pending motion is that the House take a recess until balf...past 1 o'clock. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is. 
1\Ir. BucHANAN. It now being half an hour past that time, what 

would be the effect of this motion it adopted ? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will determine that when the 

House votes upon the proposition. 
l\lr. BucHANAN. But my point is this: If the motion were adopted, 

would it not throw us over until hal! past 1 o'clock to-morrow? · I ask 
the question in good faith. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state to the gentleman 
from New Jersey that such would not be the etl.'ect. 

The House again divided ; and after some time the tellers reported
ayes 1, noes 162. 

So the motion of Mr. Weaver was not agreed to. 
1\Ir. WEAYER. I move that the House take a recess until fifteen min

utes past 3 o'clock. 
· The SPEAKER (having put the guestion). The noes seem to have it. 

l\Ir. WEAVER. I call for a divisiOn. 
The question being again taken, there were-ayes 3, noes 34. 
Mr. WEAVER. No quorum. 
Mr. CRISP. I call for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, 48 voting therefor. . 
So the question was taken ; and it was decided in the negative-yeas 

'3, nays 184, not voting 136, as follows~ 
(Here follows the list of names again, another forty-five minutes 

having been consumed in calling them.) 
So the House refused to take a recess. 
During the roll call, 
Mr. Crisp moved that the second reading of the names be dispensed 

with. 
Mr. Weaver objected. 
The following pairs were announced : 
Until further notice, on all political questions: • • * • • • • 
The vote was then announced as above recorded. 
Mr. WEAVER. I have no objection to the Journal being read. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the Journal. 
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and approved. 

A quorum was present all the time, but enough l\Iembers, by 
refusing to answe:r to their names, made it possible that 
two men could, and did, hold up the entire House for more 
than three hours before they would permit even the reading of 
the .Journal of the previous day's proceedings. It was after 3 
o'clock before there could be had a final vote upon a motion to 
take a recess until half past 1. [Laughter.] And yet it is de
manded that the House " again become a deliberative body " of 
that kind. 

A majority of Republicans had been elected to the Fifty-first 
Congress, which was about to assemble in December, 1889. On 
the 7th of October in that year the following appeared in the 
Washington correspondence of the New Yorl\: Sun: 
CONGRESSi\IAN MILLS ON THE SITUATION-A WISE, SAFE, AND TRULY 

DEl!OCRATIC PROGitAMME ANNOUNCED BY THE TEXAS STATESMAN, 
W ASIDNGTON, October 6. 

Hon. Rouer Q. Mills, of Texas, is in the city. It is the first time 
that Ur. Mllls has been here since the adjournment of Congress. He 
ls looking well and claims to be cheerful. While Mr. Mills will not be 
the leader of the Democratic side during the coming session, the chair
man of the Ways and Means Committee will surely be heard from. 

In conversation to-day, Mr. Mills said that though in the minority 
the Democrats were full;v: conscious of their power, and would use it. 
"We do not propose," said he, "that the Republican majority shall pass 
n single measure without our consent • • *· In other words, we 
propose to exercise the control of the House just as much as though 
we were still in the majority, because we know our minority is strong 
enough to make us the virtual rulers. 

Whether or not Mr. l\fills uttered those words, he and others 
certainly endeavored to carry out that programme. They were 
defeated by changing the rules so as to give the majority 
control. · 

Under the old rules it frequently happened that :QIOre time 
was taken up with roll calls than .with debate; more by dila
tory motions than in the transaction of the public business. 
One hundred or more gentlemen might be present, some or all 
making motions to adjourn, points of no quorum, calls for the 
yeas and nays, etc., and yet when the roll was called, refusing 
to answer, they were treated as not p1·esent. Though actually 
present, they were constructively absent, and a full quorum had 
to be obtained without them, although they sat there in their 
seats. 

It was stated in debate, and not denied, that in the Fiftieth 
Congress one Member, 1\Ir. Weaver, of Iowa, had for three days, 
under the rules of the· House, stood out against 324 Repre
sentatives, and virtually said to them that they should not 

enact any matter of legislation unless they first agreed with 
him that a certain bill in which he was interested should be 
considered. Upon one occasion business had been delayed by 
alternating 128 times the motions to adjourn and to adjourn to 
a certain time. Conditlons had become absolutely intolerable. 
Therefore it was that in the Republican Fifty-first Congress 
the House made certain amendments. The substantial and im
portant changes made in the rules at that time were: 

First. The prevention of dilatory motions. 
Second. Counting of quorum. 
Third. Making 100 a quorum in Committee of the Whole. 
Fourth. Daily order of business under Rule XXIV. 
The rule as then made, and now existing, is that" no dilatory 

motion shall be entertained by the Speaker." It was, and is, 
also distinctly provided that Members present but not voting 
shall nevertheless be counted in making up the constitutional 
quorum. These two changes were looked upon by the Demo
crats of that day as tyrannous. Because of his advocacy and 
enforcement of them, Speaker Reed was .denounced as a 
"cza1·," and much more roundly abused than the present 
Speaker has e\er been. These two were the only changes made 
in the past fifty years enlarging the power ot the Speaker. He 
has the power to determine when a motion shall be considered 
dilatory. It is not, however, a power which can be used to 
suppress legislation. The Speaker can not, by declaring any 
motion dilatory, prevent or retard the passage of a bill. On 
the contrary, the object and effect of placing this power in his 
hands is to prevent the unnecessary and intentionally wasteful 
consumption of time, to pre-vent unfair obstruction, and to put 
it within the power of the majority to legislate. 

The provision for counting a quorum is equally imperative 
and important. This is a very large body. The Constitution 
requires a majority of all its Members to constitute a quorum. 
It was an outrageous proposition which so long obtained that 
1\lembers physically present, taking part in debate and de
manding roll calls, could by sitting mute when their names were 
called break a quorum witho.ut leaving their seats, and thus 
delay legislation. 

The Supreme Court of the United States has sustained the 
constitutionality of counting all Members present in ascertain
ing a quorum, and nobody would be willing to go back to the 
old plan. 

The third important change was in making 100 a quorum in 
Committee of the Whole House. Under the old rules the re
quirement of a majority of the entire membership, and the 
use of dilatory motions, had made the transaction of business in. 
Committee of the Wl;lole at times impossible. 

THE MAJORITY IN CONTROL .ALL THE TIME. 

The fourth change, being in the order of business, as pre
scribed by Rule XXIV, gives the majority much greater oppor
tunity than it had before to reach such business as it desires to 
transact. This rule is apparently so much misunderstood, or 
rather so little understood, that I insert it here as part of my 
remarks: 

RULE XXIV. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

1. The daily order of business shall be as follows : 
First. Prayer by the Chaplain. 
Second. Reading and approval of the Journal. 
Third. Correction of reference of public bills. 
Fourth. Disposal of business on the Speaker's table. 
Fifth. Unfinished business. 
Sixth. The morning hour for the consideration of bills called up by 

committees. 
Seventh. Motions to go into Committee of the Whole House on the 

state of the Union. 
Eighth. Orders of the day. 
2. Business on the Speaker's table shall be disposed of as follows : 
Messages from the President shall be referred to the appropriate com

mittee without debate. Reports and communications from the heads 
of departments, and other communications addressed to the House, and 
bills, resolutions. and messages from the Senate may be referred to the 
appropriate committee in the same manner and 'with the same right of 
correction as public bills presented by Members; but House bills with 
Senate amendments which do not require consideration in a Committee 
of the Whole may be at once disposed of as the House may determine, 
as may also Senate bills substantially the same as House bills already 
favorably reported by a committee of the House be disposed of in the 
same manner on motion directed to be made by such committee. 

3. The consideration of. the unfinished business in which the House 
may be engaged at an adjournment, except business in the morning 
hour, shall be resumed as soon as the business on the Speaker's table 
is finished and at the same time each day thereafter until disposed 
of, and the consideration of all other unfinished business shall be 
resumed whenever the class of business to which it belongs shall be 
in order undeL· the rules. 

4. After the unfinished business has been disposed of the Speaker 
shall eall each standing committee in regular order, and then select 
committees, and each committee when named may call up for consid
eration any bill rt>p01·ted by it on a previous day and on the House 
Calendar, and if the Spenk.N· shall not complete the call of commit
tees be-fot-e the House J>!LSSe to other business he shall resume the next 
call where he left off, giving preference to the last bill under consid
eration: Provided, That whenever any committee shall have occupied 
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the morning hour on two days, it shall not be in order to call up any 
other bill until the other committees have been called in their turn. 

5. After one hour shall have been devoted to the consideration of 
bills called up by committees, it shall be in order, pending consid· 
eration or discussion thereof, to entertain a motion to go into Com
mittee of the Whole Honse on the state of the Union, or, when author
ized by a committee, to go into the Committee of the Whole· House 
on be state of the Union to consider a particular bill, to which mo
tion one amendment only, designating another bill, may be made ; and 
if either motion be determined in the negative it shall not be in order 
to make either motion again until the disposal of the matter under 
consideration or discussion. 

6. On Friday of each week, after the unfinished business has been 
disposed of, it shall be in order to entertain a motion that the Rouse 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House to consider 
business on the Private Calendar; and if this motion falls, then public 
business shall be in order as on other days. 

I call particular attention to the sixth and seventh clauses of 
the first paragraph. As the standing committees are called in 
regular order, and one of them calls up a bill, any gentleman 
who desires that it shall not at that time be discussed can raise 
the question of consideratio11. The question would then be put 
by the Speaker (as provided in Rule XVI), "Will the House 
now consider the· bill? " Should a majority vote in the negative, 
the call of committees would be proceeded with, and other bills 
called up might l>e similarly treated until the desired bill could 
be reached. 

At the end of the call of committees any 1\Iember may move 
to go into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for consideration of bills on the Union Calendar, or for 
the co,11sideration of a particular bill, when authorized by a 
committee. Another 1\Iember, preferring another bill, could 
move it by way of a substitute amendment. If a majority de
sired to take up either bill, they would vote accordingly; but if 
not, then a vote in the negative would end that matter, and a 
motion to go into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union to consider some other bill would be in order. 

We have certain days for suspension of the rules and 
every Friday it is in order to go into Committee of the Wpole 
House for bills on the Private Calendar. But the majority may 
rule otherwise and take up public business, if it shall so prefer. 
This is a very flexible rule, well intended to place the business 
.Qf the House within the control of the majority of its Members. 
The business is within the control of the majority all the time. 

1\fr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Before the gentleman gets 
off the subject of the change of order of business in the Fifty
first Congress, I want to ask him whether it is not true that 
in providing for the new form of order of business it was also 
provided that it was in order for any committee that had 
reported a bill to move to suspend the rules and fix a day for 

· its cons:deration, such motion to be carried by a majority vote? 
Mr. OLMSTED. Well, it is not in the rules now. 
Mr. GARDNER of 1\fassachusetts. It is not in the rule, and 

has not been since the Fifty-first Congress. 
Mr. OLMSTED. I do not remember that I stated that it 

was. 
Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. But if the gentleman will 

excuse me, the gentleman said that the Reed rules. as adopted 
in the Fifty-first Congress were substantially those of to-day. 

:Mr. OIJMSTED. Substantially. . 
1\lr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. He does not think it an 

important thing whether a committee shall have power to move 
to suspend the rules and fix a day for consideration of a bill 
they have reported. 

Mr. OLMSTED. Why, the chairman or any member of the 
committee can make a motion of that kind. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. But it has to be carried 
by a two-thirds yote, while only a majority vote was required 
under the Reed rule. 

1\Ir. OLMSTED. If he wants it to go to a future day he 
need not call it up to-day at all. He can let the call go to the 
next committee and call up the bill for consideration when 
his committee is needed again. No two-thirds vote is required 
for that. 

:Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Will the gentleman allow me to 
interrupt him? 

l\1r. OLMSTED. Certainly. 
1\fr. GAINES of Tennessee. Do you think the Speaker should 

say, "-No, 1\fr. GAINES" or "Mr. OLMSTED," "I will not recog
nize you to bring up that bill," and by that refusal deny the 
House, and, I may say, deny .the Senate, the right to consider 
that bill and pass it or not pass it on its merits? That is what 
I have been kicking against. · 

Mr. OLMSTED. That is a very pertinent question, and I 
will endeavor to answer it a little later. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. That is why I have made 200 
or 300 speeches, as the gentleman estimates, and I would make 
5,000,000 of them before I would finally surrender to that way 
of doing. 

Mr. OLMSTED. If I overlook it, I hope the gentleman will 
again bring- it to my attention. 

Now, just a word as to the power of the Speaker under the 
old r.ules. 

POWER OF ~'HE SPEAKER UNDER THE OLD RULES. 

. In _ad-vocating the changes in the Fifty-first Congress, a dis
tmgmshed Member, who had seen long service, said.: 

Before I refer to these rules particularly I want to say that for 
many Congresses I have sat in my place as a Member of the House and 
hl!-ve seen, un!ler the rules <?f former Houses, the Speaker, frequently 
Without th~ a1d of even a mmority of one but frequently with the aid 
of a minonty of one, or at least of a small minority, absolutely hold at 
arm's length the great majority of the Representatives of the people 
upon both sides of the House. So far as former Congresses are con
cernedi especially tho3e ot recent date, you may search the whole range 
of par iamenury history and nowhere in any English-speaking country 
will you find such instances o! absolute power as that exercised by the 
Speaker of those Congresses under the code of rules which then pre-
::~~~~'atf;::. or without the aid of a minority of the House of Rep-

The old rules placed in the hands of the Speaker more power 
to prevent, the new rules more power to expedite, legislation. 

The adoption of these changes was upon the one side styled 
"tyra~nical." The other contended that, it so, it was the 
tyranny of the constitutional majority of the House and pref
erable to the tyranny of an irresponsible minority, sometimes 
consisting of only one Member, which made it impossible to 
carry out the theory of majority rule, upon which our Consti
tution and form of government are based. 

There was no misunderstanding or doubt as to the object and 
effect of these changes in the rules. Mr. 1\fills, of Texas, who 
led the opposition, admitted that upon one occasion a minority 
had held the majority at bay by alternating 128 times the mo
tion to adjourn and the motion to fix a day to which the House 
should adjourn. He said: 

Pass these rules a.nd there remains no limitation of the power of the 
majority. · 

Well, they were passed, and they are the rules of the House 
to-day. The entire Democratic party upon this floor voted 
against them because they put it in the power of the majority 
to do business, and yet so ignorant of their operation and effect 
were the members of Mr. Bryan's Denver convention that they, 
in their platform, demanded that this House "shall again be
come a deliberative body, controlled by a majority of the 
people's Representatives." "Again" must refer to conditions 
before the adoption of the present rules, to which conditions 
neither this House nor the country would be willing to return. 

DEMOCRATIC INCO~SISTENCY. 

While some of our Democratic friends are complaining that 
even now all desired legislation can not be reached for consider
ation, I call their attention to the change in their position since 
1890, when they were Jed by Mr. Mills, who said upon this floor, 
during the discus ·ion of these changes: 

They (the people) do not want a great library of laws passed. Our 
fathers built this Government upon the thecry that the people who are 
least governed are best governed; that the fewer the laws, the better. 
• • • We believe with our fathers that we do .not want many laws 
and we do not want them rapidly made. 

And he quoted anri·ovingly Henry Thomas Buckle, the author 
of the "History c.i English Civilization," who had. laid it down 
as a rule that there is but one wise act that any legislative body 
can pass, and that is an act to repeal some former act. 

Mr. Chairman, when our Democratic brethren are in the 
minority they kick against these rules; when they are in the 
majority, they adopt them. It was perhaps the proudest mo
ment in the life of Thomas B. Reed when, as the leader of the 
minority in a subsequent Congress, presided over by Speaker 
Crisp, he made it impossible for the majority to do business un
der the old rules and compelled the adoption by that Democratic 
Congress of the very rules against which the recent Democratic 
national convention ignorantly inYeighed. If they were again 
in the majority, they would again adopt these rules substan
tially as they now exist. 

It is undeniable that their object and effect has been, and is, 
not to take power from; but to give it to, the majority in this 
House. 

RESULTS COMPARED. 

The Republicans advocated and adopted the changes in 1890, 
because they gave additional power to the majority. The 
Democrats opposed them for that very reason. 

That the present rules do not retard but, on the other hand, 
do expedite business, readily appears from the RECORD. 

Under the old rules the Forty-ninth Congress (1885-1887) 
sitting three hundred and thirty days, passed 424 public and 
1,031 private acts and resolutions, a total of 1,455. · 

The Fiftieth Congress (1887-1889), under the old rules, sit
ting four hundred and twelve days, passed 570 public and 1' 257 
private acts and resolutions, a total of 1,827. ' 
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The last, or Fifty-ninth Congress (1905-1907), sitting only 

three hundred days, under the present rules, passed 774 public 
and 6 249 private acts and resolutions, a total of 7,023. 

Tru{t these rules have not curtailed debate may be gathered 
from the pages of the Co~GRESSIONAL RECORD itself. 

The debates of the Forty-ninth Congress, sitting three hun
dred and thirty days, occupied 11,592 pages of the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD. 

The Fiftieth Congress, sitting four hundred and twelve days, 
occupied 13,205 pages, largely taken up with lists of yeas and 
nays. . 

The Fifty-ninth Qongress, sitting three hundred days, cov
ered 14,490 pages, comparatively few of them being taken up 
by calls of the yeas and nays. In the matter of debate, as 
well as in legislation accomplished, the advantage is clearly 
with the present rules. 

.Mr. GAINBS of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? How 
manv of those bills were pension bills? 

.M~. OLMSTED. None of the 774 public acts were pension 
bills. 

Mr. GAINES of TenneEsee. How many were bills to pay just 
claims against the Government? 

1\Ir. OLMSTED. I ·do not know how many of them. I as
sume that they were all just, because they were passed. I pre
sume they wc1'e all just bills that were passed. 

Mr. COCKRA....l\1". Does the gentleman consider this extraor
-dinary multiplicity of Jaws a proof of merit of the system that 
·facilitates their enactment? 

Mr. OLMSTED. It is at least a denial of the proposition 
thnt by the present rules legislation is prevented. Whether or 
not it is desirable to preYent it is another question. 

Mr. HUI,L of Iowa. He is discussing the platform now. 
1\Ir. GAINES of Tennessee. One more question, since the 

gentleman bas alluded to me pretty generally-and that is all 
right. The gentleman has quoted from Mr. Mills the old doc
irine that that people is best governed that is least governed. 
Does the gentleman approve of that? 

1\lr. OLMSTED. I am not discussing that question. 
1\lr. GAINES of Tennessee. You quoted it. Do you approve 

that? 
1\lr. OLMSTED. A discussion of that would carry me too 

far. I am not called upon to approve Democratic doctrines. 
Mr. GAI:r..JDS of Tennessee. You quoted a Democrat. 
Mr. OLMS.TED. I quoted him as against you. [Laughter.] 
Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Now I quote your own reading 

against you. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania 

yield? . 
1\lr. GAINES of Tennessee. Just a moment more. If that 

Democratic doctrine was good when pronounced, then it is good 
to-day and it is a reason why we should not give so mucb 
power' to the Speaker, whether a Democrat or a Republican, to 
govern this House and thereby govern the people of this country. 

Mr. OLMSTED. If you want to stop legislation, go back to 
the old rules. They certainly did put it in his power to prevent 
it to a great extent-much greater than the present rules. 

Mr. DE ARMOND. ·wm the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. OLMSTED. I will yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 
1\Ir. DE ARMOND. Is not the objection, not that there are 

not a sufficient number of bills · passed, but that the Spe.'lker is 
clothed with and exercises the power to determine what bills 
shall not ha-ve an opportunity to pass-what bills shall not have 
a chance for consideration? Is not that the objection? 

1\ir. OLMSTED. - That is a pertinent query to which I. will 
come very soon, and if I overlook it I will be glad to be re
minded of it. I prefer to reach it in the order as arranged in 
my mind. 
WHY EVERY MEMBER CAN NOT SPlU...K AT PLEASURE L"\"D HAVE AL.L HIS 

BILLS CO)<SIDERED--A MANIA FOR LEGISL . .ATION. 

But, it will be asked, Why is it-if the present rules do tend 
to expedite business-why is it that every Member can not have 
an opportunity to rise in his place " not by the permission of 
anybody, but responsible alone to his God above him and his 
constituents behind him," and "present what he chooses for the 
consideration of this House? The only way to accomplish that 
would be for all of us to speak at once and consider all our 
bills simultaneously. Speaking one at a time and considering 
one bill at a time it can not be done under any rules. Life is 
too short. 

The trouble lies in the large number of Members, one having 
just as much right to be heard as another, and in the over
whelming number of bills. 

The American people seem to have a perfect mania for legis
lation. 

Not only are there 46 state legislatures grinding out laws, 
but we are expected to pass more than all of them combined. 

The business before Congress has doubled within the past ten 
years. 

There were more than 4,300 bills offered in this House upon 
the opening day of this session. 

In the last, or Fifty-ninth, Congress there were offered in this 
House 25,897, and in the Senate 8,627 bills, a total of 34,524. 

In the present Congress at the close of business on the 5th ot 
January there had already been offered in the House 26,127, 
and in the Senate 8,594 bills and resolutions, a total of 34,721. 
And the end is not yet. 

"\"Ve have upon this floor 391 Members and enough Delegates 
to make in round numbers 400. Knock off a few thousand bills 
and for con-venience call it 30,000. 

If we allow an average of one minute for each of the 400 
.Members to debate each of the 30,000 bills that would allow for 
debate alone 12,000,000 minutes or 200,000 hours, equal to 20,000 
days of 10 hours each. Allow 300 working days to the year and 
we have 66! years as the requisite time for debate of the 
pending business. The reading of the bills, roll calls, etc., would 
carry us beyond three score and ten, the allotted life of man. 
But the life of a Congress is only two years. 

PRIVILEGED MATTERS. 

The impossibility of considering all proposed measures and 
the absolute necessity of passing some of them has made it im
perative that certain classes of business shall have the right of 
way over others. The Government itself could not continue 
without appropriations for the expenses of its various depart
ments. The great appropriation bills, therefore, are and must 
be given precedence over other business. The rules provide 
that reports from the committees having these bills in charge 
may be presented and the bills themselves be in order at any 
time after the reading of the Journal. These bills call for more 
than a billi()n of dollars in every session of Congress. Perhaps 
no greater duty is imposed upon us than that of carefully scru
tinizing and pruning down in the interest of economy these 
vastly important and often exceedingly complicated measures. 
This takes time. We have seen sometimes five or six weeks 
consumed in the consideration of a single appropriation bill. 

The appropriations when made can not be paid unless the 
Government Treasury be supplied with revenue for that pur
pose. Therefore, reports and bills from the Ways and Ueans 
Committee are always in order after the reading of the Jour
nal, unless interfered with by some matter even more highly 
privileged. 

Business reported from the Elections Committees touching 
the rights of Members to their seats are privileged, and Eo are 
matters touching the rules and order of business when reported 
by the Committee on Rules. 

The business of the Committee on Enrolled Bills is, of course, 
privileged, and conference reports touching matters in dispute 
between the two Houses. Then we have questions of personal 
privilege, touching the rights, safety, dignity, or integrity of the 
proceedings of the House collectively, or the rights, reputations, 
or conduct of Members individually. These are most highly 
privileged, having precedence of all other questions, except a 
motion to adjourn. 

A resolution of inquiry addressed to the heads of any of th& 
executive departments of the Government, having been referred 
to the appropriate committee, becomes privileged, unless re
ported to the House by that committee within one week. 

All these matters, and others which might be mentioned, con, 
sume a great amount of time and take precedence of the great 
mass of pending bills of other kinds. The Speaker is required, 
and never fails, to recognize anyone calling up any of these 
privileged matters. Thus it was that a few days ago, when 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [1\Ir. GARDNER] rose in his 
place and called up a resolution he had offered, calling upon the 
Secretary of State for certain information touching the rules 
of the British House of Commons, he was at once recognized 
by the Speaker and the matter taken under consideration. 

THE SPEAKER'S EYE. . 

The Speaker is as much bound by the rules as anybody else-. 
When a Member rises to a privileged matter the Speaker can 
not, in a parliamentary sense, allow his visual organ to rest 
upon any l\Iember who may desire to call up a matter not 
privileged. Hence the familiar inquiry, " For what purpose 
does the gentleman rise? " 

The Speaker's eye is controlled and his vision directed, not 
merely by the written rules, but also by what may be termed 
the" common law" of the House. In yery many matters be is by 
the unwritten rule bound to recognize the minority leader in 
preference to any other Member upon that side of the House, 
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although they may all be upon their feet clamoring to be 'heard. 
He would consider himself equally bound to recognize the 
chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means, who, by virtue 
of holding that position, is tacitly considered to be the leader 
of the majority upon the floor. 

In the case of a bill coming from any committee he would 
recognize the chairman or other committee ~ember reporting 
the bill before any other Member of the House. He would next 
recognize the ranking Member of the minority party upon that 
committee. · Other members of the committee would then be 
recognized in order, unless the committee were practically all 
in favor of the bill, in which event Members opposed, but not on 
the committee, would be recognized, alternating with committee 
members who favored the bill. 

The attempt of the Speaker to abrogate these customs would 
precipitate a riot. My friend from Wisconsin [Mr. CooPER], 
chairman of the Committee on Insular Affairs, under whom 
I ha >e the honor to serve, would feel justly outraged if I 
were recognized in preference to ·himself upon a matter reported 
from that committee. In the same way the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. JoNES], the ranking Democratic member updn 
that committee, would be justly offended if he were not recog
nized next after the chairman. 

1\Ir. CA.l~DLER. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
1\Ir. OLMSTED. Yes. If the gentleman will excuse me for a 

moment, I will yield. 
The eloquent voice of the distinguished gentleman from Iowa 

[Mr. HEPBURN], chairman of the great Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce, whom we all love and admire, 
would . make this Chamber ring with his denunciation of the 
Speaker if he were to ignore him and prefer another Member 
of the House in the discussion of a bill reported by him from 
that committee. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ToWNSEND], who was in
structed by that committee recently to report, and was thus 
placed by it in charge of the bill relating to the appointment of 
commissions of inquiry in cases of certain labor disputes, was 
without question recognized by the Speaker, not only to call 
it up for consideration, but also to be first heard in debate 
thereon. · 

From these things it will be seen that in the matter of recog
nizing gentlemen to call up the most important matters for our 
consideration and in recognizing Members for debate it is by 
no means a matter discretionary with the Speaker, dependent 
upon his choice of the measures they desire to call up, or 
his preference for one person over another in the matter of 
debate. This partly answers the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. GAINES] and the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. DE AR
MOND]. 

Mr. CAJ\TDLER. I want to ask where we find the authority 
in the rules that require us to go to the Speaker's room in ad
vance and ask for his permission to call up the bill upon the 
floor of the House'! 

Mr. OLMSTED. Except in the case of local or private bills, 
nobody need do that. I am just coming to that. _ 

1\Ir. CANDLER. What is the authority in the rules that jus
tifies any such course as that? 

1\fr. OLMSTED. As to a certain class of legislation not of 
general importance there is perhaps a justification in the con
venience-! might almost say actual necessity-of the thing. 
I have already stated that as to the most important matters 
coming before us, either for consideration or debate, there is 
no arbitrary exercise of discretion by the Speaker. He decides 
or recognizes according to the .written rules and the common 
law of the House, to which I have referred. Now, there is a 
class of business in Which he has a wider discretion. That con
sists of motions for suspension of the rules and requests ·for 
unanimous consent to call up bills out of order ahead of all other 
bills, which can be done only by unanimous consent, any single 
Member having the right to object. 

l\Ir. CANDLER. Will the gentleman point out in the rules 
anywhere where the Speaker is authorized to exercise his dis
cretion on the floor of the House in the recognition of a Member? 
. 1\fr. OLl\ISTED. What on earth would he exercise if not his 
discretion in recognizing a Member when many are clamoring 
to be heard at the same time? Somebody has to do it. There 
are 400 of us, and we would all be getting up at once and 
speaking at once if it were not for the requirement that a 

·Member must be recognized before he can speak. Now, I come 
directly to the inquiries of the gentleman fi·om Missouri and 
the gentleman from Tennessee. 

'l'here are certain other matters. over which, when no priv
ileged questions intervene, the Speaker may, under the rules and 
the practice, exercise certain power and discretion. These are 
mostly private or local bills, which, by reason of the great pres-

sure of business, can only be reached by being taken up out of 
order ahead of all other-business, either by unanimous consent 
or by a two-thirds vote under a suspension of the rules. In 
recognizing Members to call up such bills the Speaker invari
ably alternates between the majority and minority sides of the 
House. Ordinarily he does not recognizE> any Member to se
cure the passage of a bill by unanimous consent, unless it is 
one which has been the subject of a unanimous committee re
port and is not likely to have opposition or to consume time in 
debate. It would be unfair to other Members should he do so. 

1\fr. CANDLER. But--
Mr. OLMSTED. If the gentleman will excuse me, I will try 

to answer the question he is about to ask. When I first came 
to Congress I was very indignant at Speaker Reed because he 
had refused to recognize me to ask for unanimous consent to 
consider an important measure in which my people were all • 
very much interested. He said, "I am opposed to your bill." 
"Well," said I, "is it fair, just because you are opposed to it, 
that it shall not have an opportunity to pass?' If I call it up, I 
may by my eloquence and reasoning persuade the majority of 
the House that it ought to pass, notwithstanding your opposi
tion." "Yes," he said, "that is all right. You will have that 
privilege when you reach it in due order; but you are asking to 
obtain unanimous consent to take it up out of order, ahead of 
all other legislation. Unanimous consent means that every 
Member must agree to it, and that a single objection defeats 
your motion. Any l\fember has the right to object. Now, I 
have not lost my rights as a 1\fember by reason of my speaker
ship, and I object now, to save the time of the House. (Laugh
ter.] If I did not object, some other 1\Iember woulll, as the 
committee's report is not unanimous." 

It is only for a few minutes at a time, at irregular intervals, 
that such motion can be entertained in any event, a _!I I have 
never known the power of recognition to 'Qe arbih·arily or 
unfairly exercised in the selection either of Members or of 
bills for unanimous consent. There mustoe lodged somewhere 
the right to discriminate, otherwise we should have three or 
four hundred :Members on their feet at every opportunity, each 
clamoring for recognition for himself and his bill. In England 
local and private bills can not be introduced at all except upon 
the recommendation of referees appointed by the Speaker. 

1\Ir. CANDLER. I would like to pursue my inquiry further, 
if the gentleman will permit. 

Mr. OLMSTED. I yield. 
Mr. CANDLER. I want to ask under what rule of the House 

the Speaker is authorized to exercise hls discretion in choosing 
between two Members who may arise at practically the same 
time on the floor of the House asking for recognition. If one 
of them rises a little in advance of the other and addresses the 
Speaker, why shoUld he not recognize that one? . 

1\Ir. OLl\ISTED. Oh, that was thrashed out long ago. Y~ars 
ago, in the early days, if the Speaker recognized one man some
body else could appeal from that recognition and mo>e that 
somebody else be heard. But that did not work. There were 
too many demanding recognition at the same .time. It was 
found better to allow that discretion to rest with the Speaker. 
It has been left there for the last fifty years, and I apprehend 
that it will always be. 

1\fr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CANDLER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. OLMSTED. I yield to the gentleman from Mississippi. 
1\Ir. CANDLER. Does the gentleman belieYe that the rules 

ought to justify the Speaker in recognizing one man in advance 
of tlle others when he arises on the floor of the House, repre
senting the same number of population of the United. States 
that any other Member does, and rises in advance of the other 
Member? 

Mr. OLMSTED. Oh, if it will please the gentleman any bet
ter, I will say that the Speaker ought to recognize the whole 
400 of us at once and let us all speak. 

1\Ir. CANDLER. Then, the gentleman belie>es that the 
Speaker should be left in absolute control of the whole situation 
on the floor of the House? 

Mr. OLl\lSTED. Oh, no. 
Mr. CANDLER. Leaving legislation--
Mr. OLMSTED. He is not left in control of legislation. 
1\Ir. CANDLER. Will the gentleman permit me to ask my 

question? 
1\Ir. OLMSTED. I have permitted the gentleman to ask quito 

a number. 
l\1r. CAJSDLER. But I have not finished my question. 
Mr. OLMSTED. Very well; ask it. I yield. 
Mr. CAJ\TDLER. I want to ask if the gentleman believes 

that the Speaker ought to have the power on the' floor o this 
House to absolutely control legislation by refusing to recognize 
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the representative of the people of the United States of America, 
for whom he st.ands on the. floor of this House, and in :that way 
direct legislation absolutely according to his own will and power? 

Mr. OLMSTED. I do not think that any Speaker ought to 
ha-ve that power or ever did have that power or ever attempte(j 
to exercise that power. 

Mr. CANDLER. Does not the Speaker exercise that power on 
the floor of the House at this time? 

Mr. OLMSTED. Oh, no. 
Mr. CANDLER. I thank the gentleman for his courtesy. 
Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. 1\Ir. Chairman, I invite 

the gentleman's attention to Rule XIV, clause 2, which is as 
follows: 

When two or more Members rise at once, the Speaker shall name the 
Member who is first to speak. 

Now, we will suppose the gentleman from Iowa is in charge 
of the military appropriation bill. It is considered in the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. The 
committee rises, and the bhairman reports the findings of the 
Committee of the Whole. The gentleman from Missouri, pend
ing the passage of the bill and after the ordering of the 
previous question on the passage, moves to recommit with 
certain instructions. The gentleman from Iowa does not 
awake to the situation, but springs to his feet when he is 
prompted and moves to recommit without instructions. Which 
would the Speaker recognize? I am assuming now where they 
were not on their feet at the same time-at once. Which qoes 
he recognize? 

Mr. OLMSTED. Well, I have seen him recognize the gentle
man upon the other side of the Chamber. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I have never seen him 
do so. 

Mr. OLMSTED. Under the practices of the House, I think 
he ought to recognize the gentleman in charge of the bill. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. In spite of the rule which 
says-

When two or more Members rise at once he shall decide who is first 
to · speak. 

Mr. OLMSTED. There is nothing there which abrogates the 
unwritten rule and general practice that the gentleman in 
charge of the bill is entitled to the first recognition. I do not 
think anybody would want that provision abrogated-that un
written law. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Does the gentleman think the 
Speaker of this House last session did right to refuse to allow 
any Member from either side of the House to bring up for con
sideration a free wood-pulp bill, when a majority of this House 
wanted to pass a free wood-pulp bill? 

1\Ir. OLMSTED. I will say to the gentleman that if upon 
his side ·of the House there had not been so much filibustering 
by his party last session there would have been opportunity 
for discussion of a free wood-pulp bill and a good many other 
bills. [Applause.] 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I asked the gentleman seriously, 
. and I know he can answer it seriously. Did the Speaker do 

right, in that matter, to shut off this House as he did? 
Mr. OLMSTED. I think the gentleman from Tennessee did 

more to shut off business than the Speaker. [Laughter and ap
plause.] 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I am opposed to the Speaker, 
whether Democrat or Republican, having any such power to 
exercise, and I have opposed it inside the House and out of it. 

Mr. SI IS. I would like to ask the gentleman a question. 
:Mr. OLMSTED. Certainly. 
Mr. SIMS. I regard the gentleman as an authority on this 

question--
l\1r. OLMSTED. I do not claim to be. 
Mr. SIMS. On the subject of unlimited debate. I recognize 

that each Member of this House can not speak perhaps as long 
·as he wants, and there must be some limitation, but is it not 
fair to the cotmtry and the House and fair to the proper con
sideration of the legislation of the House as a whole to have 
opportunity to use as much time in debating a bill as the 
Senate has upon the same measure? 

Mr. OLMSTED. Why, Mr. Chairman, the House can debate 
and take · all the time it wants. There is nothing in the rules 
to prevent it, unless a majority of the House decides otherwise. 
.We are in Committee of the Whole House now, and there is no 
end of debate. We can not stop debate in Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union when our most im
portant legislation is affected. There is no previous question 
here. Debate here can be stopped only by rising, going to the 
House, and there by a vote of a majority of the House in the 
House itself this general debate can be limited. There is no 

trouble about debating as long as the majority is willing. Now, 
one minute upon the subject of recognition to ask unanimous 
consent for a private bill to be "taken up out of order. The 
Sp~aker, I think, has the same right to object to unanimous 
consent that any of us has. He exercises the authority to recog
nize anybody only in the case, usually, of a bill which has be
hind it a unanimous committee report and one which would not 
be likely to involve debate. 

1\lr. PAYNE. Will the gentleman allow me? 
Mr. OLMSTED. Certainly. 
Mr. PAYNE. So far as private bills are concerned, as a 

:Member of House I am more to blame than the Speaker is for 
there not being recognition for unanimous consent, because some 
six or eight years ago under Speaker Henderson, when private. 
bills were coming up here in the morning, every morning, with
out an opportunity for the House to consider them, and we 
having days set apart especially for the consideration of private 
bills, and having to object to a great many of them after their 
merits or want of merits had been stated to the House, I 
notified the Speaker that thereafter whenever recognition was 
asked for a private bill I should object. " Well," the Speaker 
said, "that being the case I might as well tell gentlemen that 
there is no use of their being recognized for. unanimous con
sent on private bills, because objection will be made." He 
adopted that rule during the remainder of his term-! think he 
served part of two terms after that-and when Speaker CANNON 
was elected I told him of the arrangement I had made with 
Speaker Henderson and the reason why, and then I told him 
I would object to the consideration of private bills when public 
busine~s was waiting, but would remand them to their rights
to the days which they had in the House. 

Mr. OLMSTED. As I have stated, it is only at irregular 
times when .such motions could be recognized in any event. In 
England bills of that class could never be introduced at all ex
cept by permission of referees appointed by the speaker, so 
that his power here is apparently less than in the Commons. 

COMMITTEE OX RULES. 

During the last session a gentleman, -speaking of the Com
mittee on Rules, said: 

It can nullify all rnles. It can even prescribe beforehand the details 
of a measure to the crcssing of a "t" or the dotting of an "i." 

There never was a greater mistake. The Committee on Rules, 
of which the Speaker is ex officio chairman, can not do any
thing of the kind. It can not change a rule, nor pass a bill, 
nor prescribe the details of any bill. It may, and occasionally 
does, report to this House for its consideration a rule or order 
providing for the taking up of a particular measure of great 
public importance not among any of the privileged classes of 
legislation and which, but for some special action giving it 
precedence over others, would not likely be reached for con
sideration. When the Committee on Rules reports such an 
order, the House itself takes action thereon. If a majority 
vote in its favor, the order suggested by the committee becomes 
the order of the House. Otherwise,. it is of no effect. The Com
mittee on Rules merely recommends. ·whatever action is taken 
is the action of the majority of the House. This function of 
the committee is exercised to expedite and secure legislation, 
and not for its defeat. A case in point is that of the currency 
bill, which was taken up and passed at the last session in 
pursuance of such an order, recommended by the Committee 
on Rules and adopted by a majority of the House. 

The complaints against the Committee on Rules are usually 
that they do not bring in orders for the immediate consideration 
of all the other bills in which we or any considerable number of 
1\fembers are interested. It will readily be seen th,at if this 
committee should recommend, and the House should adopt, such 
orders in favor of many measures, it could be done only by 
retarding the great volume of absolutely essential legislation 
privileged under the rules, as I have pointed out. It is, there
fore, only in rare and unusual cases that the committee makes 
a recommendation in favor of a particular measure. If it 
should make very many of them it would become the duty of 
the House to vote them down. 

What I started out to say, however, is that the functions of 
the Corrimittee on Rules are not to defeat, but to help to expe
dite, important general legislation. The powers of this com
mittee are just the same as they have been for many, many 
years. They were not enlarged by the present rules. 

The great controlling reason why we can not all be heard 
whenever we may wish, and have all our bills called up and 
considered, lies in the fact that there are so many of us and so 
many bills that the consideration of all of them is an absolute 
impossibility within the life of a Congress, or, indeed, within the 
life of an ordinary human being. · 
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AMERICAN CONGRESS AND BRITISH PARLIAMENT COMPARED. 

I ha-ve sometimes heard the wish expressed that our rules 
were more like those of the House of Commons. A distin
guished and justly celebrated Englishman, having observed us 
for a time from the gallery, is reported to have thought our 
procedure complicated and technical. It occurs to me that some 
comparison may prove not uninteresting. 

Our House of Representatives consists of 391 Members. 
The House of Commons contains 670 members. 
Our Constitution requires a majority of all our Members, or 

186, a quorum·, to do business. 
In the House of Commons 40 constitute a quorum. 
With us if there are less than 186 Members present and the 

point of no quorum is made, all business is suspended until a 
quorum is secured. 

In the Commons, when a point of no quorum is made and less 
than 40 members are present, the whole House does not stand 
idle, but that particular bill stands over until the next sitting, 
the House in the meantime proceeding to the n~t bill, unless 
the point of no quorum is made against that also. 

Speaker Reed was called a czar, and his conduct revolution
ary, because in determining a quorum he insisted upon counting 
all 1\Iembers present, including those who had not voted. 

The speaker of the House of Commons is by rule expressly 
authorized to count a quorum, and to include himself to make a 
quorum. 

The speaker of the House of Commons, like the Speaker of 
this House, possesses and exercises the power to refuse to put 
a dilatory motion. 

Here a 1\lembE:r desiring to presen·t a bill, either private or 
public, may do so without permission of anybody. He simply 
puts it in the basket upon the Clerk's desk, and it is at once 
referred to the proper committee for its action. 

In the House of Commons a member desiring to bring in a 
public bill must first obtain leave to do so. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Is lea-ve e-ver refused? 
:Mr. OLMSTED. It is often refused. 
1\Ir. G~illD~"'"ER of Massachusetts. Not with the present 

rule~. 

1\Ir. OLMSTED. He must m·ove for such leave at the com
mencement of public business, on Tuesdays and Wednesdays. 
If the motion is opposed, it is optional with the speaker whether 
debate shall be allowed. 

Jf the main object of a bill is to impose a charge upon the 
public revenues of the United Kingdom or upon the people, or 
to appropriate auy money so charged, or to release or compound 
money due the Crown, its introduction must be authorized by 
the Committee o! the Whole House and agreed to by the Crown. 

Our rules, as I have already explained, allow a certain 
·privilege or precedence to revenue and general appropriation 
bills and certain other matters. 

In the House of Commons goy-ernment business has precedence 
at every session, with certain specified exceptions. The gov
·ernment arranges .the order of its own business as it sees fit, and 
His Majesty's managers have the right to place its orders of 
business jn the orders of the day. 
· 'Vhen private bills are reached, unopposed private bills have 
precedence of opposed private bills. 

Here there is no restriction upon the presentation of private 
or local bills, but it is a v-ery difficult thing to secure the intro
duction of one in the House of Commons or the House of Lords. 
Before such a bill can e-ven be introduced there must be 
presented a petition setting forth the character and terms of 
the proposed measure. E-ven before that can be done there 
must have been compliance with the terms of no less than 68 
standing orders, the filing of notices to the various departments 
or municipalities, corporations or individuals which are or may 
be interested in the bill, etc. All these 68 standing orders 
must ha-ve been complied with before December 17. Upon 
the 18th of January examiners appointed by the Speaker 
begin the examination of the petitions for the introduction 
of such bills. Before these examiners there must be made 
specific proof of compliance with each one of the 68 standing 
orders. The promoters of pri-vate bills are heard by the 
examiners; usually by agents or by counsel. 

If the examiners appointed by the Speaker find that the 68 
standing orders have been complied with, the bill then goes 
before referees appointed by the Speaker. The real fight on 
a private bill is before these referees. Counsel and parlia
mentary agents are heard by them. If they finally grant the 
petition, then, and not until then, may the bill be introduced 
into the House. Even then the presiding officers of the two 
houses and their counsel have supervision over them and meet 
and determine which of them shall be offered in the House of 
J..,ords and which in the House of Commons, so that there may 
be no duplication. 

Sir Thomas Erskine May, in the ele...-enth edition of his 
Parliamentary Practice, published in 1906, says: 

The persons by whom the promotion of private bills, and the conduct 
of proceedings upon petitions against such bills, are actually carried 
out, are parliamentary agents; a.nd the conference between the two 
chairmen or their counsel iu January is attended by the agents con
cerned in the bills proposed to be introduced into either house. 

Wben the bills have finally passed the examiners and the 
referees and have been introduced into the House, the order 
in which they shall be taken up for consideration is determined 
by ballot. 

The proceedings with reference to the inn·oduction and pas
sage of a private bill are so complicated that no one would 
think of attempting to secure such an enactment without the 
aid of a parliamentary agent, and would usually require 
counsel also. 

Volumes have been written upon parliamentary practice with 
relation to private bills. 

FEES FOR PASSAGE OF PRIVATE BILLS. 

Yery heavy fees are charged and taxed as costs by the proper 
officers in the House of Commons and in the House of Lords. 

Wheeler's Practice on Private Bills, published in 1900, shows 
that the fees to be paid upon deposit of the petition is £5; that 
there must be paid £5 for each day occupied by the examiners ; 
£5 upon the presentation of the bill in the House; £5 upon the 
first reading of the bill; £15 on second reading of the bill ; £15 
upon report from the coinmittee; £15 on third reading; and 
£10 for each day's sitting of referees. There are certain other , 
fees, so that the average to be paid in the House of Commons 
for each such bill is not less than £100, or $500. To the House 
of Lords about the same amount of fees must be paid. 

Gentlemen who complain that through failure to obtain rec
ognition or otherwise they fail to get their private or local bills 
through this House may recei-ve some consolation from consid
ering these difficulties in the House of Commons. 

The methods of procedure and the difficulties in the way of 
introducing public bills in the House of Commons, and the 
still greater difficulties and great expense attendant upon the 
introduction and passage of pri-vate bills, all tend to lessen the 
flood of legislation, so that the British Parliament is not called 
upon to consider one-twentieth part of the business which 
presses upon us in the American Congress. 

Through the power of appointment of examiners and referees 
it seems to me that the power of the speaker over that cla s of 
legislation is greater than that possessed by the Speaker of 
this House . . 

1\Ir. LANDIS. Who pays that expense? 
1\Ir. OLMSTED. The person who wants to get the bill 

passed. These fees or costs are for local or private bills, like 
our bills permitting a railroad to cross a navigable river, and 
e-very kind of private bill. 

1\Ir. WILLIAMS. · Local bills, are they not? 
:Mr. OLMSTED. Yes; certainly. 
Mr. HARDWICK. I do not understand the gentleman to 

consider that in the British Honse of Commons £100, or $500, 
is charged in fees for a public bill? 

1\Ir. OLMSTED. Ob, no; not on a public, general bill. On 
tho e there are no fees at all. Now, in the matter of debate 
o-ver there. 

DEBATE. 

As a general proposition there is not as much freedom of de
bate in the House of Commons as in thls House. Recognition 
by the speaker is as essential there as here. Formerly, if the 
speaker in the Commons recognized one member, a motion 
might be made that another member should speak. That was 
not found satisfactory, and now the question of recognition is 
there, as here, left enfu·ely with the speaker. When recognized 
by the speaker, a member of the House of Commons must at 
all times confine himself to the question before the House. If 
he does not he is very promptly called down. He is not per
mitted to read his speech or to read from books or papers. If 
he speaks tediously or with iteration or reiteration it is held 
not to be not only within the authority but also the duty of 
the speaker to call him to order and compel him to discontinue. 
Just think of that! The speaker may stop a man if be speak 
tediously. [Laughter.] I fear that I should be called down b~ 
fore concluding these remarks. 

A member there may not even discuss, or refer to, another 
pending bilL He must stick closely to the one before the House. 
The same rules obtain in committee of the whole. They do not 
ha-ve there any such freedom or latitude as we have here in 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, where 
a Member, having obtained the floor, can talk upon any subject 
he pleases. If he has offered, or is interested in, some measure 
of public importance he may speak upon that subject and bring 
it to the attention of the country. Our debate in Committee of 
the :Whole is not all heedless rhetoric; not all as water poured 
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upon sand. Great issues are brought to the attention of the 
Hom·e and to the country, and if supported by the people are 
ultimately brought to fruition here. The currency question, 
abuses of railroad and other great corporations, the regulation 
of b·usts, the question of tariff revision, are all instances of 
great questions which have been discussed here in Committee of 
the Whole until practical results have followed. When a bill is 
read by paragraphs our rules confine debate very closely to the 
question in hand or to amendments which may be offered. In 
no parliamentary body is discussion had more directly upon the 
points at issue than here when the bill reaches that stage. 
Our pro forma amendment to strike out the last word gives 
everybody an opportunity to be heard upon the merits of the 
paragraph as it is reached in the reading of the bill. 

CLOSURE OF DEBATE. 

In Committee of the Whole we have no previous question-no 
procedure for closing general debate. In the House, when it is 
demanded before any debate has been had, the rules allow 
twenty minutes upon either side. 

In t he House of Commons the closure, as they call it, may be 
demanded immediately the question is put. If it carries, all 
debate is cut off. 

Their divisions, so called, take the place of our roll calls, but 
their speaker may, if he sees fit, declare the result at once with
out nnming tellers. 

TECHNICALITIES. 

Our rules are 45 in number. The rules or standing orders 
of the House of Commons are no less than 249. Some of them 
are much more difficult of comprehension, and in their construc
tion and enforcement more technical than ours. In taking a 
division they require all members to leave the floor and take 
positions which in our Hall would be equivalent to going behind 
the rail. Those desiring to vote "aye" return to the chamber 
through one gateway; those opposed through another gateway. 
Two tellers are stationed at each passage to take down the 
names of those passing through. These tellers then march down 
the aisle and report to the speaker. It is customary for the 
tellers whose side has triumphed to march on the right so that 
members seeing them may know at once which side is victorious. 
On one occasion when they marched down there was great cheer
ing from the supposed victorious side, but the tellers announced 
a tie. Thereupon there was a great uproar and several hours 
of debate, at the conclusion of which it was held that the tellers 
should have marched down the aisle mixed. [Laughter.] They 
were made to come down a second time in that order. Upon 
another occasion serious and protracted debate arose as to the 
voting status of certain members who, when the question was 
put, hn.d been in the room or space behind or partly beneath the 
seat occupied by the speaker. It was a sort of retiring room for 
him ~md was called " Solomon's porch." The dispute was as to 
whether a member who, presumably trying to get the speaker to 
agree to recognize him, had been in" Solomon's porch" when the 
question was put, was entitled to vote. · 

A SQUINTING SPEAKER. 

Apparently they have the same difficulty as here in catching 
the eye of the speaker. We at least have been spared the con
fusion which arose from the fact that a celebrated speaker of 
the House of Commons had such a squint, or crossing of the 
visual organs, that upon one occasion two members, in different 
parts of the house, were equally confident of having " caught 
his eye." 

If we now and then feel annoyed by some ruling or other 
action of the speaker we have at least never reached such a 
stage of rage as that recorded by Lord Halbertson of a mem
ber who, in a fit of passion, shook his fist at the speaker of the 
House of Commons and called him " a damned, insignificant 
little puppy." [Laughter.] 

While there are many points of advantage in our favor, I 
have not been able to discover any upon the side of the mem
ber of Parliament, except that under their rules he may second 
a motion by simply lifting his hat, without rising or speaking. 
That is not very important, as with us very few motions re
quire a second. That legislation was not always speedily ac
complished there is evident from the recorded instance of the 
inquiry by the Queen, "Now, Mr. Speaker, what has passed in 
the lower house'?" To which the speaker laconically replie:d: 
"If it please Your Majesty, se\en weeks." [Laughter.] 

The CHA1Rl\1AN. The hour of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. I should like to know what 

further time the gentleman would desire. 
Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I ask unanimous consent that 

the time of the gentleman may be extended until he finishes 
his speech. 

Mr. OLMSTED. I shall require only a few minutes more. 

Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. If there is . no objection, the 
gentleman can have all the time he desires, until he concludes 
his speech. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. How much time does the gentleman 

y~M? . 
Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. So much. as the gentleman may · 

desire, even if it is an hour; if he wants it. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan yields one 

hour to the gentleman from Pennsyl>ania. 
Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield for an 

inquiry? 
Mr. OLMSTED. Certainly. 
Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Does the gentleman think that 

the Speaker, whether Democrat or Republican, always should 
have the sole power to name the committees of the House ? 
And if you say "yea," please inform the House and the country
because everybody is going to read your good speech--how the 
Senate appoints its committees? 

Mr. OLMSTED. Well, Mr. Chairman, it was once tried here 
or contemplated that the House name the committees. I 
think they tried it only in the case of a few select committees. 
There was so much dissatisfaction that they went back to t he 
old plan and authorized the Speaker to appoint them all. The 
Senate is somewhat different, because of the fact that the 
Vice-President, the presiding officer, is not a member of the 
body at all. 

Mr. HULL of Iowa. And it is a continuing body. 
1\fr. OLMSTED. Also it is a continuing body. 
1\fr. GAINES of Tennoosee. They could authorize the Vice-

President to appoint the members of the committees. 
Mr. OLMSTED. Oh, yes; they could authorize t he President. 
Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. But they never have. 
Mr. OLMSTED. No; and I do not suppose they ever will. 
Notwithstanding the great advantage of a smaller quorum, 

legislation is accomplished with much greater difficulty in Eng
land than here. 

The British Parliament in its session of 1907 passed 56 public 
general acts, 176 local and private acts (including public acts 
of a local character), and 7 acts relating to divorces, etc., 
styled •• Private acts not printed,~' making a total of 239 acts 
passed. 

In the same period of time the American Congress passed 
276 public acts, 29 joint resolutions, and 2,675 pri,ate or local 
acts-a total of 2,980 measures passed by our Congress as 
against 239 by the British Parliament. 

The committee which reported the changes in our rules in 
1890 in its report declared that it had "to the best of its ability 
prepared and reported a code of rules under which the will of 
the majority of the House shall be ascertained and expressed 
with accuracy and with the utmost expedition consistent with 
fair and due debate and consideration." 

They have certainly demonstrated their right to be considered 
the best set of rules under which this House has ever acted. 
They may not be perfect. They may not be entitled to endure 
unchanged to the day of judgment, but they deserve protection 
against a possible day of no judgment . . There should be no 
hasty and ill-considered change. If a revision is required, or 
when it is attempted, it should be accomplished only after the 
most thorough and careful consideration, comparison, and 
study to the end that no good rule may suffer the fate of the 
good old colored preacher who, according to the statement of 
one of his elders, was "cut down in the height of his zenith." 
[Laughter.] 

The Fifty-ninth and the present Sixtieth Congress, acting 
under the present rules, will be found to have passed not only 
more in number, but also more important remedial and bene
ficial public laws than any other two Congresses since the war, 
if, indeed, the record was ever equaled during any period within 
the history of the country. 

During these two Congresses President Roosevelt will have 
had more recommendations enacted into law than any of his 
predecessors in that high office. The present rules have not 
prevented but ha\e assisted in bringing about these results. 

They are certainly entitled to defense against the unjust and 
ignorant aspersion of the recent Democratic convention and 
its demand that the House of Representatives shall "again be
come" what it was in the Fiftieth Congress, before the rules 
were changed. The rna tter was succinctly and well put by 
Theodore Roosevelt, who, in an article printed in The Forum in 
1895, said: "Speaker Reed, by reason of his action as Speaker 
in the Fifty-first Congress, rendered a great service to the Amer
ican Republic. In order that the Republic may exist there must 
be some form of representative government, and that govern
ment must include a legislature. If the practices to which Mr. 
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lleed put a stop had been allowed to continue representative 
government would have become an impossibility." [Applause.] 

I ask unanimous consent to extend JDY remarks in the RECORD 
by appending an article upon the rules and business of the House 
under them prepared by the gentleman who stood at the Speak
er's table in 1890 when they were changed, has been there ever 
since, a.nd is the best qualified of any man in the United States 
to speak concerning them, 1\Ir. Asher C. Hinds. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the RECoRD. Is 
theTe objection? 

There was no objection. 
The article referred to is one recently published, and is as 

follows: 
ORDER OF BUSI~ESS I-· THE HOUSE. 

IBy Asher C. Hinds, clerk at the Speak-er's table.] 
The rules of the House are subject to great misunde1·standings, for 

the rea on that they are necessurily somewhat complkated, and because 
of the necessity of adjusting with approximate fairness and equity the 
interests and rights of a large membership-a membershlp .really larger 
than that of the House of Commons, because of the size <>f our quorum
and the necessity of handling a great amount of business. The belief 
has been widely inculcated that the rules are obstructive of the free 
course of business and that they concentrate too much power in the 
hands of a few. This criticism would have been true twenty years ago, 
but in 1890 the rules were reformed for the very purpose of expediting 
the course of business and destroying the obstructive power of the few. 
The reforms a! that period have been generally overlooked, because of 
the fact that the _great battle over filibustering absorbed public attention 
and divided the House and even the country into two political .camps. 
'The great improvements made in the rules for the order of business are 
almost always overlooked by those who recall the conflicts of 1890. 

The House of llepresent..'ltives now has a system which lists all the 
business reported by committees on three calendars of the House, and 
these calendars are acted on, not according to the arbitrary will of any 
man officer, <>r committee, but according to certain rules of precedence 
inteiligently and equitably framed. It is true that this order of busi
ness is subject to interruptions principally by the highly privileged 
clas es of business pertaining to the general appropriation bills and 
revenue bills. It is absolutely essential that these bills shall have 
precedence. becau e their consideration is the }llai~ business of the 
House of Representatives, and of every other legislative body that rep
resents a free people. 

But thls rule of precedence for revenue and appropriati<>n bills is by 
no means ironbound. It the House at any time feels that the appro
priation bills are taki.IIK up time whlch ou~ht to be devoted to other 
bills on the calendars, it may at once set aside these appropriation bills; 
and it is not necessary to evoke any obscure or troublesome machinery 
in order to do this, because th~ Committee on Appropriations in taking 
up its bills must every day mov-e to go into the Committee of the 
Whole for the purpose of considering appropriation bills. If the House 
does not wish to do this, a majority need only vote " no" instead of 
" yes " when such a motion is made. If the appropriation bills absorb 
an undue measure of time, the fault rests abS<llutely and entirely with 
the membership of the House. 

A suming, then, that the House does wish to set aside an appr<>pria
tion bHl, in order to consider other matters, the way is easy and plain 
after t~e motion to go int<> the Committee of the Whole has been voted 
down. Some one member (any one member) has only to deman<;t the 
regular order, an<l the regular order would be to call the comm1ttees 
for bills on the flou..<.>e Calendar, unless som.e miscellaneous privileged 
matter should obtrude itself on the House. In that case, which would 
not ordinarily happen, the matter could be brushed aside by the raising 
of the question of consideration, which may be done by any· Member, 
and the Ilouse at cnce would Tote without debate whether it would con
sider or not considel· the intruding matter. . If it voted not to .consider 
it the demand for the " regular order " would next bring the call of 
c~mmittees. The call of committees would carry the House to the 
Honse Calendar, whereon are all public bills which do not carry appro
priations of money. The llouse coulo remain upon this call of com
mittees, bringing up. bill .after bill for. an hour, o~· for the. whole day's 
session · and if it stili wlshed to cons1der more bills of thls character, 
the House could take a recess until the next day, and on the n{'xt day 
could go on w ith this same order until it cleaned up the entire calendar. 

If the House should not wish to remain on the House Calendar, and 
should want to consider the calendar of the Committee <>f the Whole 
House on the state <>f the Union-in order to take up public bills re
.ouiring an appropriation, and not having the privilege of general appro
priation bills-it coulq at any time, after the call of commit~ees bas 
proceeded for sixty mrnutes, allow a Member to move to go rnto the 

ommittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and any 
MernllP.r has the absolute ri!rht to make this motion. If a. majority sus
tain the motion, and the House goes into the committee, the bills on 
the calendar may be taken up in or~er, or if the committee d;o not 
wish to take them up in order, a motiOn may be made, and carr1ed by 
a majority vote to take up any particulru· bill. If when the day is 
done the House 'still wishes to further proceed with that calendar, a re
cess may be taken until the next day, and the House may then continue 
to consider these bills. •rws not only may be done, but has been done. 

Private bills are also taken up with equal facility on Fridays of each 
week. It is true that Friday is often taken up for public business, but 
this never can be done except by a majority vote of th-e House. 

In other words the House, and the House alone, has absolute control 
of its order of business, and there is no bill anywhere on any calendar 
of the House that a majority may not freely take up without undue 
trouble. · 

In the earli-er days of tht> House the order of business had not been 
arrangE!{] with so much skill as is embodied in the present form of the 
rules. There oftC'n aro e at that time an occasion when the House · 
could not even though it earnestly <lesired to do £<>, get to some particu
lar portion of it b•L~ine . To obviate that a .system was de-vised of 
suspending the rules in order to take up any particular business whieh 
could not be reached under tbe r egular order. That thls motion to sus
J)('nd the rules might not be abused it was necessary to put some re
striction on it. and that restriction was the requirement that there 
shQuld be a two-thlrd.s vote to set aside the r-egular order. 

It is obvious that this was at best a clumsy device, because many 
Jmportant matters of legislation, which could easily comm~nd a ma-

j<>rity vote, could n<>t pass because of paTty or other difl'erences. A 
remarkable illustration of thls o.ccurred at the outbreak of the civil 
war, when Thaddeus Stevens submitted a resolution asking informa
tion of President Buchanan's administration as to whether it had taken 
any means to put in a state of defense the for·ts and ars-enals in the 
harbor of Charleston, S. C. Here was a matter which it would seem 
as though the rules ot the House should haye given an easy method of 
passing upon. The rules to-day would do so ; but in those halcyon 
days, to which the critics of the present system of rules look back for 
their imaginary liberty of action, the two-thirds vote was required, and 
Mr. Stevens failed to command it, even in that patriotic House. Such a 
failure would not be possible under the present system of rules. 

The House ·suffered under this awkward device to relieve what might 
be called "jams" in the current of its business until 1883, when a de
vice, by means of a report from the Committee on Rules, was evol-ved 
whel•eby the motion to suspend the rules was relieved of the two-thirds 
requir~nt. In order to prevent abuse of the new device and to pre
vent its destroying entirely the regular and orderly procedure, the 
restl"iction which was taken off the final vote was put upon the mak1ng 
of the motion, and it was requiTed that a motion to suspend the rules 
in order to take up a special bill must be first passed on by the Com
mittee on Rules before it could be made on the floor and agreed to by a 
majority. This was the <>rigin of the "special order," which became 
an excelhmt instrumentality, inasmuch as it enabled the House to con
sider the business jammed in the regular order by a majority vote. 
The necessary use of the SJ?eclal order was continued until 1890, when 
for the fu·st time the :fle.nble and efficient order of business now in 
vogue was put in operation. This new rule for the order of business 
would have been sufficient at that time to do away with the use of the 
special orders from the Committee on Rules . had it not been that the 
habit of obstruction was rife in the House, and the special order con
tinued in use as a means of thwarting that obstruction by providing a 
fixed method of consideration upon a particular bill and by shutting out 
dilatory and obstructive motions. The use of the special order bas 
continued, although it bas not been so much used in later years, and 
business has proceeded more according to the regular or·der. The func
tion of the Committee on Rules is remedial. Most of the bills which it 
assists might be passed in another way. To use a commonplace illus
tration, the Committee <>n Rules, by the special order, takes a bill. up 
on the elevator instead of requiring it to be carried up by the stairs. 
nut in every case a special order is of no effect until agreed to by 

m~f~~r? ~o~~&!~e ~~~~· of taking up business out of the regular 
order and that is by the unanimous consent of the llouse. It is used 
for matters t<> Which there is no opposition. This method is -very con
venient, beeause it is simple and expeditious, involvin~ no votes, no 
;vaste of time in roll calls, and no contentions. But obviOusly it serves 
for .a limited class of business only. 

Perhaps the greatest criticism of the rules rises · over the recog
nitions by the Sp-eaker. It is plain to anyone who understands the 
rudiments of general parliamentary law that it is necessary that any 
Member who proposes to make a motion to the House, or who proposes 
to make a sp-eech, should address the Speaker and be recognized by 
him before proceeding. In a House as large as this, it ls equally 
necessary that thru-e be no appeal from this rec<>~ition by the Speaket·. 
Formerly there was an appeal and the possibility of a yea-and-nay 
vote to determine whether one man or another should be entitled to the 
floor. But thirty years ago, during the Spea.ke1·ship of Samuel J. 
Randall. the IIouse had grown so large that it was found necessary 
by· Speaker Randall to deny this right of appeal on a question of 
recognition. He did this in rulings, and it seems quite evident that 
those rulings met the genru·al approval of the House, since there was 
little of complaint at the time. 

But it does not follow because there is no appeal that the Speaker's 
right ot recognition is absolute. With two exceptions, which will be 
consi<lered later, it is far from absolute. The Speaker, both for mo· 
tions and debate, recognizes in .accordance with certain fixed principles, 
which he would not think of violating; and it is absolutely es ential 
for the ordinary conduct of business that he should not violate these 
principles. The public business, under the rule for the order of busi
ness is flowing on through the House continually, in accordan<'e with 
the 'methods prescribed for that rule. And manifestly, the Speaker 
must recognize for each motion in accordance with the necessities of 
this stream of business. This means that at each turn he must recog
nize the Member who by his committee position, or by his relation to 
the business about to' come before the House, is best qualified to make 
the motion for its disposition. 

On the day when the order of business brings up a mntter, for in
stance from the Committee on Ways and Means, the Speaker must rec
ognize' Mr. PAYXE, the chairman of that committee, because that gentle
Ill!ln is in charge of the business coming before the Ways and Ieans 
Committee and under the rules and usages of the House to recogni.ze 
anyone else would be to substitute confusion and disorder for order and 
progre . If the order of business gives the time to the Appropriations 
Committee the Speaker must recognize Mr. T.A.Wl\EY for the c;ame 
reason. And after the matter is once unoer debate the usal'l'e is abso
lute that he must recognize the senior member of the majonty conten
tion on the committee having charge of the pending bill ; and after 
that the senior member on the minority side of the contention has 
the preference. And thus he must alternate down through the entire 
committee. But if, as rarely occurs, the debate extends beyond the 
r anks of the committee and into the general membership of the llouse, 
the Speaker m.ust still preserve . the alterll;a~ion be~·-;en the ~ajor:tty 
and minority sides-not neees arily the pollt1cal ma)onty and mrnonty, 
but tbe majority and minority sides of the pehding que. tion at issue. 
Outside of this limitation, at this point of the debate the Spenker. d?es 
have an arbtrary power of selecting men who shall peak, proVIding 
there is a grPat pres for time by Members. But a situation like this 
l".U:ely happens. It happened n:ot over twice, probably, during th~ last 
session of Congr s. Usually m such cases the House by unantmous 
consent gives to the two men in charge of the majority and minority 
sides of the bill the right to control and divide out the time, thus 
takin.~< it from the Speaker entirely; but. as a matter of fact, the 
criticism of the Spea.k~r·s pmv-er of recognition never ri es out of a situ· 
ation like this. 

The truth is the reai...complaint of the Speaker·s power of recogni
tion comes from his recognitions for motions to suspend the rules and 
for unanimous consent. The vru·y nature of nnanimou consent shows 
that the rules may not be justly critici"Sed for any arbitrary recogni
tion on the part of the Speaker ; because when a Meml>er asks unani
mous consent, what he really demands is that th~ rule-s of the House be set 
aside in order to take up some bill that is not in order at the tjme under 
the t·ule. 1t is therefore evident that under any system of rules recog
nition would have to be arbitrary. The Speaker has the same right t~> 
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object that any Member has, but his method of objecting is to refuse 
to recognize for unanimous consent. If this is an arbitrary power,. it 
is an arbitrary power that any iiember of the House may thwart htm 
in the use of ; for after the Speaker recognizes for unanimous consent 
any Member may object, thus doing away with the procedure and per-
mitting the House to proceed under its order of business. · 

'l'here does exist an arbitrary recognition on the motion to suspend 
the rules. Formerly the Speaker was compelled to recognize any Mem
ber \Yho first got his attention on the motion to suspend the rules. The 
res ult was tha t the motion was greatly abused. Men would prepare 
resolutions on subjects of no practical standing in the House, sometimes 
so a rt fully worded as to be political traps, condemning many Me111bers 
to political danger in their districts, whether they voted for or against 
them . Members theref ore did not naturally like to run the risk of 
such pitfalls or to be put on record upon questions not of practical 
moment to the th~ United States or which might involve local preju
dices in their homes, and thus destroy their usefulness without any 
compensating good. So it happened that frequently the House on sus
pension day adjourned in order to escape this snare, and in 1880 the 
number of suspension days were reduced to two a week, so as to make 
the dangers of the day as little as possible. 

About that time Mr. Speaker Randall, without complaint of the 
House, began to exercise the right to determine when he would recog
nize for the motion, thus still further placing it under control. If the 
motion to suspend the rules were essential to the business of the House, 
this usurpation by Mr. Speaker Randall would have had bad conse
quences, but in 1883 and in 1890 the rules were improved by enlarging 
the fu nctions of the Committee on Rules and by improving the rule 
for the order of business, so that bills in an unfavorable position 
might be gotten out by a majority vote, without recourse to the older 
and clumsier method of suspending the rules. And to-day the motion 
to suspend the rules is used two days in the month to supplement the 
proceeding by unanimous consent. There are many bills which can 
not get through by unanimous consent, because two or three Members 
may be opposed. In such cases the motion to suspend the rules affords 
a converuent and easy method of dealing with them. 

In the last session of Congress a peculiar situation arose, caused 
by the determination of the entire minority side of the House to ob
struct the public business, and immediately a form of martial law 
was declared in the House, and the motion to suspend the rules was 
used daily and upon the arbitrary recognition of the Speaker. But 
this was only a temporary condition, brought about by urgent neces
sity in order that the public business might be transacted. Such an 
occasion had not arisen before for five r,ears, and then only for a very 
limited time, and in all probability will not arise again for another 
five or ten years. 

In conclusion, it is not impertinent to protest against the assump
tion made in some magazines and newspapers that the House of Repre
sentatives is an inefficient legislative body. It is, on the contrary, 
highly efficient, not surpassed in tbis respect by any other body of 
similar size and constitutional limitations. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Chairman, I have agreed to yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [1\Ir. GARDNER] one hour, 
but the gentleman from Massachusetts has not certain data at 
hand which he desires to use, and so I have agreed to yield 
to him his hour at 3.30 oclock. I now yield to the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] one hour, or so much thereof 
as he may desire to use. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, from the hour of the en
actment of the present Republican tariff law, Democrats in 
Congress and out of Congress have revealed its tyrannies, its 
inaccuracies, its absurdities. Repeatedly we have shown the 
necessity of thorough and scientific revision both for the relief 
of the consumer and for the extension of our foreign trade. 
For eleven years we .have demanded the revision of the tariff; 
for eleven years the Republicans have ridiculed and ignored us. 
With every pretext that gifted and powerful leaders could de
vise, they have opposed and postponed revision. Before elec
tions they would claim that business might be disturbed; after 
elections they would say that existing conditions had been in
dorsed. Not till the golden bowl of national prosperity had 
been broken were they compelled reluctantly to undertake what 
the Democrats had urged for many years. To-day the Repub
lican members of the ·ways and Means Committee of the House 
of Representatives are engaged in an apparent effort to revise 
the tariff. 

The hurried and incomplete preparations for revision vindl
cate the Democratic contention that the Republican party is 
both unwilling and unable to make a sincere and effective re
arrangement of the Dingley rates. James W. Van Cleave, presi
dent of the National Association of Manufacturers, and one of 
the most prominent Republicans and business men of the time, 
has already repudiated the methods adopted by the Republican 
party in framing a new tariff bill, stating in a recent letter to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE], the Republican 
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, that these methods 
are "radically, absurdly, fatally wrong." So disgusted was 
1\Ir. Van Cleave with the whole tariff procedure of his party that 
he declined to testify before the Ways and Means Committee. 
H. E. 1\Iiles, another leading manufacturer and Republican, is re
ported in the daily press to have said, after appearing before 
the Ways and .l\Ieans Committee in the course of the recent 
tariff hearings, that while the committee was apparently dis
posed to get all the facts, it wa.s without any machinery to aid 
in this end; that it was unable to secure the absolute truth; 
that it placed a premium on falsehood ; and that it had collected 

nothing but Treasury tabulations and the statements of inter:.. 
ested parties. A short excerpt from the testimony of .1\fr. Car
negie before the Ways and Means Committee will show the lack 
of accurate information and experience on the part of Repub
licans in charge of tariff revision and the inadequacy of the 
methods they have pursued : 

Mr. LONGWORTH. You would not advocate the taking off of the duty 
on any American article without justification for it. I, personally, ad
mitting that I know very little about the costs of steel, am inclined to 
think that we can substantially reduce the tariff on steel without injury 
to the American industry, and yet before I vote for it, if I should vote 
for it, I want to feel that I am justified in so doing. I do not know of 
any other way that I can personally feel justified, unless I know or 
have some opportunity of finding out something about the difference 
between the cost abroad and the cost at home. Is there any way that 
you can suggest to me--as a member of this committee, with practically 
every facility, the riJ?ht to summon all witnesses, the facilities that this 
Government has, without the practical experience, and without the 
means of getting it, because we must act as promptly as possible-of 
finding out those things ? 

Mr. CARNEGIE. In reply, Mr. LoNGWORTH, I know of only one way that 
this committee can arrive at anything approaching the real truth of the 
difference in cost, and that is to have men belonging to the steel indus
try-men familiar with it, who are not interested in either the foreign 
or the American works ; experts of the bighest character and ability-to 
be charged with visiting the works of Europe, selecting in each country 
the best works, because you will be greatly misled if you select works 
that are not properly managed. 

It is hardly necessary to add that the suggestion of Mr. Car
negie as to the only proper way in which to investigate the steel 
situation applies with equal force to all the other schedules, 
but has not been followed by the Republican party. It took 32 
experts five years to do for Germany what the gentleman from 
New York [.Mr. PAYNE] and his Republican associates on the 
Ways and Means Committee, who know infinitely more of prac
tical politics than of political economy, propose to do for the 
United States in five months. The public hearings before the 
Ways and Means Committee covered a period of six weeks, be
ginning Tuesday, November 10, and closing Tuesday, December 
22. There are 14 schedules in the present tariff act and a free 
list, and over 4,000 commodities are involved. Thus the hearings 
did not average three days to a schedule. 

Almost all the parties who appeared before the committee in 
the course of these hearings, either personally or by letter, had 
a direct pecuniary interest in the matter about which they 
testified. While on the subject of interested witnesses let me 
again quote from Mr. Carnegie's testimony : 

Mr. CARNEGIE. :My dear sir, allow me to tell you just what happened 
about that. I purposely refrained from reading the statements of in
terested parties. They are incapable of judging justly. No judge 
should be permitted to sit -in a cause in wbich he is interested; and 
you make the g-reatest mistake in your life if you attach importance 
to an interested witness. You would not do it in a court of justice. 
would you? If the judge were interested in a cause, would you respect 
his decision? (No response.) Silence in the court. [Great laughter. ] 
Upon my word, I must la':gh at you people. 

And it might be added that the whole country is laughing, 
too. [Laughter.] 

It may well be said that almost all the testimony add.uced at 
these hearings is without practical -value. When we recall 
the fact that there are 216,262 manufacturing establishments 
in the United States, exclusive of neighborhood industries. 
and hand. trades, and compare with this number the discredited 
handful that addressed the Ways and Means Committee, we 
begin to appreciate the farcical character of the entire Repub
lican tariff proceeding. The failure of the Republican party 
seriously to approach or sincerely to undertake the revision of 
the tariff should occasion no surprise. 

A party that in time of peace enacted a tariff law embodying 
a higher range of taxes than the emergency charges of the civil 
war, taxes which it has permitted to remain in undisturbed and 
merciless operation for more than eleven years, taxes that have 
exl1austed our people, obstructed our trade abroad, and forced 
us to the rear in the commercial march of the world, can not be 
expected to have either the courage or the disposition to insti
tute a proper readjustment of the tariff. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

While the Republicans are engaged in pretended revision it 
may not be out of place again to direct the attention of the 
American people to the barbarous features of the present tariff 
law. Perhaps the most illuminating event in the history of the 
Dingley tariff is the demand of the American manufacturer, so 
long its principal beneficiary, for its thorough revision. In 
February of last year a central committee representing prac
tical1y every industrial interest in the United States, including 
the National Association of Manufacturers, the National Grange, 
the Farmers' National Congress, the boards of trade of New 
York,. Chicago, St. Louis, Boston, Baltimore, and so forth, ap
peared before the Ways and Means Committee of the present 
Congress and pleaded in. vain, to use the exact language of t he 
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~hairman of the central committee, Mr. H. E. l\Iiles, the well
known Republican and manufacturer before alluded to-

For relief from the infinite grasp and hurt of the present tariff; a 
tat·ifl' that is not a protective tariff in any sense ; a tariff that is in truth 
and in fact a bastard t ariff, many of the schedules having no relation 
whatever to the principle of protection, or if related, then misapply
ing and abusing them. 

Nothing could discredit more completely the comparatively 
few manufacturers who at the recent tariff hearings sought to 
retain or to increase existing schedules than this official demand 
on the part of the great body of American manufac.turers for 
tariff relief. In an article in the North American Review of 
last January, published the month before hs came to Wash

·ington as the representati\e of the industrial interests of the 
country, Mr. 1\iiies said: 

We make small objection to the three hundred millions of tariff 
revenu(> that went last year into the Government Treasury, but we 
make very great objection to the five hundred millions or more that 
went into the pockets of the favored few who collected the revenue 
for their per. onal and private gain, with the connivance and approval 
of Congress, in products made within this country. 

Contemplate for a moment the significance of this statement; 
grasp, if possible, its shocking import. This Republican, this 
manufacturer, this protection,ist, and withal this critical stu
dent of public affairs tells us that the Dingley system is taking 
from: the American people in sheer plunder five hundred mil
L ;!ls a year or more. 

It is probable that this statement, coming from a beneficiary 
of the system and a member of the party that sustains it, is 
extremely modest. On the basis of this Republican and pro
tectionist estimate we may safely say that the Dingley tariff 
taxes during the eleven years of their operation have wrung 
from the American people over five and a half billion dollars for 
the enrichment of individuals, a sum over five times the size 
of our entire national indebtedness, a sum greater by almost 
a billion dollars than has been expended during the last eleven 
years on the navies of Great Britain, Germany, Russia , Italy, 
France, and the United States combined, a sum nearly three 
times as great as has been expended on the American Navy 
during the last one hundred and seven years, a sum five times 
as great as the war indemnity exacted by Germany from 
France, the most colossal war spoil in history, a sum repre
Renting nearly $1,700,000 for every day in the year. Think of 
it! Under the flag of the free practically the sum of $1,700,000 
is taken from the American people through exorbitant tariff 
taxes between the rising and the setting of every sun. Antl 
yet President Roosevelt and the Republican party have per
mitted this inhuman system to flourish unrestrained. In his 
eight annual messages to Congress the President has mentioned 
the tariff in but two, the second and seventh, in 1902 and 1907, 
in the former ridiculing the idea that the trust evil could b~ 
corrected by the reduction of duties and suggesting revision 
in the \ague~-:;t terms, in the latter, after fi\e years' silence, 
stating briefly that it is probably well the tariff sliould be care
f-ully scrutinized every dozen years or so. 

While his messages ha-ve almost shrieked with denunciations 
of men who have extorted millions through traffic pools and 
stock manipulations, they ha-ve been strangely dumb as to the 
men who have taken billions through the tariff. But perhaps it 
is unfair to criticise him for inactivity as to the tariff when we 
r emember that his explosive energies seem to ha-ve been prin
cipally devoted to the dignified and statesmanlike occupation of 
organizing the most distinguished "Ananias Club" in history. 
[Laughter.] The chief difficulty of his biographers and apolo
gists will be the explanation of his course on the subject of the 
tariff. And as the administration of this most remarkable man 
nears its close the one fact that stands out most prominently 
above all others, the fact that will put a question mark in front 
of his name for all coming time, is that while he kept astir a· 
characteristic agitation against wrongdoing in public and private 
life he never for once lifted his powerful arm against the chief 
evil of his time, the Republican tariff. Indeed the practical re
sult of his crusades for civic righteousness has been to divert 
attention from the tariff vandals, to give them eight years of 
plunder without serious interference. Whether this was his in
tention I do not know ; I believe in all earnestness howe-ver 
that no man in American history represents so profol~d a com~ 
bination of the subtlety of Louis XI and the audacity of Charles 
the Bold. 

In the article before referred to Mr. Miles states · further 
that the one underlying principle which alone justifies protec
tion is that the schedule shall cover the difference between the 
cost of production in this country and the cost of production 
abroad, thereby maintaining a higher wage here and standard of 
living. He then s_tates that this principle has never been prac-

tically applied by the so-called "tariff legislators" at Washing
ton; that most of the Dingley schedules were made in utter dis
regard of any such principle, having no reference to the dif
ference of ~ost, however liberally figured, and that in many 
cases they mcrease the difference in cost of manufacture at 
home and abroad from 5 to 1,000 times. He shows how the 
Standard 0~1 trust is shelte~ed and supported by the Dingley 
law .. He pomts out that while the Dingley law places 42 kinds 
of oil o_n the free list it provides that if there be imported into 
the Umted States crude petroleum or its products produced in 
any country that imposes a duty on petroleum products ex
ported from the United States there shall in such cases be levied 
a duty equal to the duty exacted by the country importing. He 
shows that the only country able to ship peh·oleum in any con- 
siderable quantity to this counh·y is Russia and that Russia 
levies duties on crude petroleum and its products ranging from 
100 to 200 per cent. 

He says that when the Dingley law was being framed the 
Standard Oil representatives sought direct protection and failed, 
but that the effect of this proviso was to give the most rapa
cious of all the trusts from three to five times what it had 
openly asked. Thus Theodore Roosevelt, William H. Taft, and 
the Republican party, in maintaining the present til.riff law, 
are as responsible for the rapacities of Standard Oil as John 
D. Rockefeller himself. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
l\Ir. 1\files proceeds to say that, as a result of the aboye proviso 
the American people pay from 37 to 60 per cent per gallon mor~ 
for oil than Europeans, and that were we to try to import oil 
we would find it safeguarded by a tariff tax of 150 per cent or 
more. This Republican, this manufacturer, this protectionist 
this tariff beneficiary, proceeds to show that dozens of trust~ 
enjoy a similar shelter, and says that the Dingley tariff is 
graft masquerading as protection. He shows that American 
borax can be bought abroad for 2i cents per pound, but retails 
in America at 7! cents per pound, the difference representing 
the Dingley borax rate of 5 cents per pound, and that the Ding
ley steel rates exceed the total wage cost of making steel in 
the United States, although steel is made here as cheaply as 
anywhere else in the world. He says that the present tariff 
'system exerts a corrupting influence in the country, making 
dishonesty profitable, virtue and self-denial contemptible. 

Evidently di-vining the fact that a continuance of the Dingley 
system would so weaken and impoverish the people that the 
home market would become a thing of the past, and that they 
could not permanently render tribute to the tariff kings; recog
nizing the necessity of rearranging and liberalizing our tariff 
relations abroad in order that foreign markets ·might be de
veloped on a scale commensurate with American capabilities, 
this accredited representati\e of the protective interests be
comes the severest critic of the Dingley system. . 

Where may we find a more comt>lete vindication of the 
Democratic attitude as to the tariff? During the eleven years 
of the Dingley Act we l.la\e repeatedly exposed its oppres ions, 
its errors, its crimes. Repeatedly we have shown it to repre
sent a revi-val ,of the most vicious economic superstitions of the 
past.· Repeatedly we have shown that the Democratic con
ception is the true concept ion of tariff legislation, because we 
apply t-o this problem, as to all others, the deathless docti·ine 
of equal rights. Repeatedly we have summoned history to 
show that probably at the only period when protect ion was jus
tifiable from an economic Yiew point, the period following the 
war of 1812, when an influx of European goods threatened to 
engulf the young indush·ies developed by a decade of isolation 
resulting from the Napoleonic struggles, a period when .Amer
ican industry was in a genuine, not pretended, infancy, the 
Democratic party supplied the needed assistance through the 
20 per cent 1\fadison tariff of 1816, four decades before the Re
publican party came into being. 

Repeatedly we have pointed to the tariff annals of the suc
ceeding thirty years to show that the American people discussed 
and tested every phase of the tariff question to accept the 36 
per cent Democratic tariff of 1846 as its permanent solution a 
tariff so universally satisfactory that the hostile Whig admm'is
tration of 1848 did not alter it, so completely embodying the 
judgment of the first sixty years of American fiscal discuEsion 
and experience that the tariff ceased to be an issue. Repeatedly 
we have shown that Alexander Hamilton, in his famous report 
on manufactures, the very fountain of the protective theory, ad
vocated import duties only on the basis of temporary necessity 
and retaliation for high charges abroad, stating. that the con
tinuance of bounties on manufactures long established must 
always be a questionable policy, because a presumption will 
a r ise in every such case that there were natural and inherent 
impediments to success. Repeatedly we have shown that Henry 



1909. CONGRESS! ON AL RECORD-HOUSE. 591 
Clay and the early defenders of protectionism regarded it only 
as a means of sheltering new industries until they could become 
self-supporting, not as an instrument of perpetual loot. Re
peatedly we ha\e shown that the emergencies of the American 
civil war restored the system of excessive tariff taxes, and that 
they were then permitted only on the theory of .an unprecedented 
national peril, with the }!fassing of which they were to be per
manently reduced. 

Repeatedly we have shown that the Republican party, repudi
ating the memory and the spirit of Abraham Lincoln, emerg~d 
from that memorable strife arm in arm with the interests 1ts 
emergency tariffs had enriched, and that it has c~ntinued the 
wicked partnership by increasing instead of removmg tJ;te war 
charges, until to-day it burdens the American. pe?ple w1th the 
highest tariff taxes man.h.~d has ever known m trme of peace. 
Repeatedly we have pointed to the numerous trusts the Dmgley 
tariff has developed-to the· oil and borax trusts described by 
:M:r. Miles; to the steel trust, with a capital approaching a 
billion and a half, a consolidation of 213 manufacturing and 
transportation concerns, exporting steel rails, billets, blooms, 
plates, bridges, barbed wire, wire nails, tin plate, tub~s, and 
pipes to all the world at prices greatly below the pnces at 
home dominating the basic industry of the United States; to 
the ~eat trust, which conb·ols the whole domestic market; to 
the paper trust, which exacts from American newspapers a 
tribute of sixty millions a year ; to the linseed trust, the lead 
trust, the match trust, the sugar b·ust, the tobacco trust, the 
machinery trust, the hide and leather trust, the woolen trust, 
and hundreds of other trusts, including almost every phase of 
industry and production. 

Repeatedly we have shown that these trusts condemn the vast 
mass of toilers to mere employeeship and charge the American 
people through the aid of the Dingley tariff, for food and rai
ment, for the implements of b·ade arid occupation, for nearly all 
the essentials of life, prices in many cases equal to those of 
four or five decades ago; although steam, electricity, and machin
ery have reduced the cost of production probably fiftyfold, 
prices in all cases so high as to constitute financial despotism. 
Repeatedly we have pointed out that the very period of the most 
unlimited power and enrichment of the trusts has been and is 
to-day the period filled with the smoke and thunder of the 
Roosevelt sham battles against them. After years of clamorous 
pretense not one of the great industrial trusts has been per
manently dissolved; not one trust official has been made to feel 
or fear the imprisonment feature of the national law against 
monopolies in restraint of trade. Repeatedly we have shown 
that the trusts have increased the prices of raw materials to 
certain American manufacturers while selling the same mate
rials at less price to foreigners, thus enabling the latter to un
dersell our own manufacturers with our own raw materials in 
the markets of the world, and that this fact, combined with the 
fact that other nations are erecting retaliatory tariffs on ac
count of our obstinate adherence to the Dingley schedules, is 
as surely driving an important class of American manufacturers 
out of tlle United States to foreign countries where such intol
erable conditions do not prevail as the oppressions of Philip II 
and Louis XIV drove tlle Flemish and Huguenot weavers from 
the Netllerlands and France forever. 

Already the Singer 1\fachine Company has located an extensive 
plant at Kilbowie, in England, and large factories on the Con
tinent; the Babcock and Wilcox companies a great plant at Ren
frew, EnglanQ.. The Westinghouse Company has established at 
Trafford Park, in England, one of the largest factories of the 
Eastern Hemisphere, and othe plants at St. Petersburg and 
Havre. The Chicago American Tool Company has extensive in
terests at Frazerburg, Scotland, while the Western Electric 
Company has built large factories in London, Paris, Antwerp, 
and Berlin. The General Electric Company has fiT"e great fac
tories in Europe and a large new plant which it has recently 
constructed at Rugby, England; the Hoe Company and the 
American Linotype Company are operating in many foreign cap
itals; the Draper Company is operating in the cotton manufac
turing districts of England, equipping English factories with the 
Northrop loom. The American Locomotive Company and the 
Bullock Electric Works, of Cincinnati, have already established 
plants in Canada. It is not improbable that many of our im
men~Ye flour mills will in time be transfel'red to Canada to se
cure access to its infinite fields, unless the Dingley tax on flour 
is remo\·ed or reduced. The same thing may be said as to our 
paper milL'3. Already many Canadian cities have created a new 
municipal officer, whose special duty it is to hasten the removal 
of American manufactories to various parts of Canada. Re
peatedly we have shown the falsity of the Republican cry tllnt 
high tariffs mean high wages; have shown that in truth the 
American workman, conside\'ing the value of his product, is paid 

under the Republican protective system the lowest wage on 
eartll. 

Hear the testimony of A. Maurice Lowe, the eminen,t protec
tionist, in his recent book entitled, "Protection in the United 
States:" 

We have the authority of all competent observers in America tilat one 
of the reasons to explain the secret of American prosperity is the great 
productive power of the American workingman, his output being so 
much larger than those of his foreign competitors that the cost of the 
American product is less than that of any other workman. 

Repeatedly we have shown that not over 10 per cent of Ameri-_ 
can laboring men are engaged in protected industries, and that 
in these the increase in wages has not equaled the increase in 
the price of the trust-controlled necessaries of life. It is the 
estimate of Carroll D. Wright that 17! per cent of the value of 
manufactured articles goes to the laborer. The average duty 
on foreign articles competing with domestic articles is about 50 
per cent. The American manufacturer gets 50 per cent of an 
article's value to equalize the difference between foreign and do
mestic labor cost when the entire domestic labor cost is only 
1 7! per cent of the domestic article's value. How long will such 
deception flourish? Repeatedly we have shown that under the 
Dingley system the farmer sells his surplus abroad in competi
tion with the cheapest production in the world and buys the im
plements of labor and the necessities of existence in the trust: 
ridden, tariff-locked markets of the United States; that under 
the Dingley system the American farmer gets the lowest and 
pays tlle highest prices on earth. 

Repeatedly we have shown that the Republican protective sys
tem has driven American shipping from the seas. It is now im
possible to build an American ship to be operated without loss in 
the foreign trade in competition with the world on account of the 
rapid increase in price of ship material under the present tariff 
system. Said Mr. Orlott, a prominent American shipbuilder, 
before tlle United States Commission of Mercantile Marine in 
1904: 

There is a difference of about 40 per cent (in the foreign and domestic 
cost of shipbuilding) on account of the tariff. • • • Because every
thin" in the way of material entering into the construction of a ship is 
highYy protected here. It is not only the steel that forms the hollow 
of the vessel that is affected in price; it is every conceivable item that 
goes into a ship. 

What more humiliating spectacle could have been devised 
than that of our fleet of 16 battle ships parading the seas with 
all its fuel transported of necessity in foreign ships under for
eign flags? What more embarrassing situation in the event 
of war could be conceived? Repeatedly we have shown that 
under this system the wealth of the country has been wrestea 
from tlle many by the few, 1 per cent of the families in tlle 
United States now owning, according to Spahr, 99 per cent of 
the Nation's substance, and less than 5,000,000 of the 16,000,000 
families of the United States, according to the last census, own
ing their homes entirely free from incumbrance, nearly 9,000,000 
American families owning no homes at all. 

Repeatedly we have shown that under this system more 
women and children are driven from the fireside and the school 
into the battle for bread than ever before in our history. Fi\e 
million American women, nearly 2,000,000 American children, 
are to-day, through pressure of tlle increased cost of living, 
among the pale numbers of daily toil. 

She leaves her babe to others, 
To climb the factory stair ; 

She -creeps home at night to her children 
Too weary to bind her hair. 

With the sacred chrism of motherhood 
In her tired and careworn hands, 

Through her they must come with souls born dumb, 
The men who shall rule our lands. 

And yet they tell us that this is an American system; we 
deny it. They tell us that it is for the protection of Americans. 
we say that those who profit by s11ch a system cease to be Ameri
cans when the first dollar coined from women's sighs and 
children's tears, from tlle bent backs of men, touches their pol
luted hands. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Repeatedly we have shown the utter hopelessness of tariff 
relief through nepublican agencies. The Republican party has 
never touched the tariff except to make it more oppressive. 
Not content with defeating eve1-y attempt to lower the emer
gency rates of tlle civil war, it has increased them to such an 
extent that the war taxes which were tolerated only as tem
porary expedients in an unparalleled national crisis are mod
est when compared with the Dingley taxes of to-day. In 1867, 
in 1870, in 1872, and in 1882 pretended readjustments were undH~ 
taken by the Republican party, with the invariable result tllat 
the privileged classes retained complete possession of the power 
to despoil. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL], 
one of the most powerful members of the little stand-pat group 
that dominates the Republican party, a member of the present 



592 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. JANUARY 7, 

Ways and Means Committee, and a man who will exert greater 
influence in shaping the character of the tariff changes now in 
progress than all the other members of the committee combined, 
said in his keynote speech in the House of Representati •es last 
J!~ebruary that personally he did not believe there was any neces
ility for a general revision of the tariff. In view of these facts, 
1n view of the careless and unscientific preparation for read
justment, can anyone doubt that the present Republican revision 
will be as faithless and ineffective as the Republican revisions . 
of the past? Let it be said here that the Democratic party 
alone has shown sufficient ability to make a just and compre
hensive revision of the tariff. It revised the high tariffs of 1828 
and 1842 with conspicuous fairness and skilL [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

But there is another and equally ftmdamental phase of the 
tar~ff question. Not only must the tariff be reconstructed from 
the standpoint of internal conditions, it must also be rearranged 
with a· view to the promotion of advantageous trade relations 
abroad. In the latter respect, as well as in the former, the 
Republicans have been fatally neglectful. For eleven years 
they have permitted the Dingley tariff rates to stand witoout 
attempting generally to modify them either for the deliverance 
of our own people from domestic extortion or · for the cul ti va
tion of friendlier trade relations with the world. That the 
framers of the Dingley tariff contemplated the development of 
our foreign trade through the reduction of its schedules in 
r eturn for reciprocal concessions abroad is shown by the terms 
of sections 3 and 4 of the Dingley law, section 3 providing a 
limited and temporary, section 4 a permanent and fundamental, 
system of reciprocity. Although section 3 affected but little 
more than a dozen among the thousands of articles scheduled 
in the Dingley law, these few articles being mainly the products 
of other countries, namely, argols, brandies, champagne and 
other sparkling wines, still wines, vermuth, paintings, statuary, 
tea, coffee, tonquin, tonka beans and vanilla beans, still the 
concessions obtained from other countries, such as Germany, 
France, Italy, Portugal, through a modification of the rates 
on these few articles, show what immense opportunities were 
lost through the failure of the Republican Senate to ratify the 
treaties formulated under section 4, which provided for a 20 
per cent reduction on every schedule and every article in return 
for like favors abroad. 

Since the passage of the Dingley law in 1897 many foreign 
countries have made practical application of the principle of 
section 4 through a system of dual and triple tariffs, with 
which they have mobilized the trade of the world, while we 
have taken hardly a single step forward in this general ad
vance. Thus we who announced the principle of reciprocity 
through the enactment of section 4 have allowed it to perish 
by limitation and nonaction, while other nations have appro
priated it to our discomfiture. Eleven reciprocity treaties 
were negotiated by the American commissioner under section 
4, which, had they been ratified before the passing of the two
year limit laid down in the Dingley law, would have enor
mously increased our trade with Germany, France, and other 
nations. Having permitted these reciprocity treaties to die, 
having adhered to avaricious schedules for eleven years while 
the world about us has been undergoing a general commercial 
readjustment, having reached a point in our internal develop
ment where foreign markets are imperative, confronting coun
tries impatient beneath the high rates we impose on their prod
ucts while we claim the most disproportionate concessions 
from them, we are face to face with the double crisis of a 
domestic population wearied beyond endurance by oppressive 
tariff taxes and the probable loss of what few advantages we 
now possess in foreign trade. 

Does anyone imagine that Germany will long submit to the 
temporary agreement with the North Commission, by which she 
saves about $208,000 annually on her exports to the United 
States, while we save through the enjoyment of her minimum 
tariff rates about six and a half millions every year on our 
exports to Germany? Already the tariff rates of many leading 
nations, including France, Venezuela, British South Africa, 
Canada, and others have been raised on our goods in especial 
retaliation against the Dingley Act. It is only a matter of time 
when the maintenance of the Dingley rates will excite the per
manent hostility of mankind. We can not recall too often the 
words of William 1\IcKinley, who appointed the commissioner to 
negotiate the neglected reciprocity treaties under section 4, who 
looked upon them as the peculiar glory of his administration, 
and who regarded their destruction in the Republican Senate 
with peculiar disappointme:ut; the words he uttered in Septem
ber, 1901, at Buffalo, in his last public address; words compos
ing an eloquent and now pathetic plea for reciprocity. And yet 
the Republican platform of 1908 does not mention reciprocity. 

In four national platforms preceding 1903 the Republican party 
lauded reciprocity as one of the cardinal features of its tariff 
doctrines; to-day it scorns the historic policy for the extension 
of trade, with which the name· of McKinley will be forever con
nected. ·what stronger proof could be had of the impotence 
and insincerity of the present Republican party than the silence 
of last year'.s platform on the great subject of reciprocity? It 
is true the Republican platform of 190S advocates maximum and 
minimum rates, but it specifically restricts the function of the 
maximum rate to the prevention of discrimination. It would· 
make the maximum and minimum system a weapon of retalia
tion, so far as foreign trade is concerned; nowhere does it speak 
of utilizing the system for the expansion of trade. The Re
publican idea is to use the maximum rate as a club with which 
to compel the acceptance by foreign countries of the present 
enormous schedules, or of sclledules representing what the Re
publican platform C.O'llls a normal measure of protection at home. 
'rhe moment such a system is put in practice it will mean uni
versal commercial war. True reciprocity involves an inter~ 
change of substantial concessions; under the new definition of 
the Republican party it means, "take what we say or fight." 

It is not possible that the Republican members of the Ways 
and Means Committee, who are now framing the new tariff law, 
could have taken up in the short time at their disposal this 
most difficult and complicated phase of the tariff question with 
anything like adequate investigation or preparation. During the 
public hearings this phase received but little consideration. 

The Democratic platform of 1908 contains an earnest plea for 
such reciprocity arrangements as will extend our trade abroad, 
and do no violence to present wage scales and standards of 
living. 

There is nothing more humiliating to patriotic Americans than 
certain features of our relative position in the wealth and com
merce of the world after fifiy years of Republican rule. And yet 
Republican platforms and speeches are swollen with panegyrics 
on the development of the United States in wealth and com
merce under Republican guidance. Republicans have pointed 
to the preponderance of exports during decade after decade of 
high protective tariffs: They have shouted prosperity until the 
word has become a mockery in the ears of millions of unem
ployed. They have pointed to the endless procession of com
modities to alien shores from field, from forest, and from mine. 
They tell us in partisan exaggeration that we are sending coal 
to Newcastle, files to Sheffield, olives to Spain, Rhine wine to 
Germany, Budweiser to · Berlin, sauerkraut to Hamburg, and 
shillalahs to Ireland. [Laughter.] They tell us of American 
bridges across the Amazon, the Ganges, the Danube, and the 
Nile. They tell us that the shriek of the American locomotive 
shakes the silence of the Pyramids. They tell us of the whir 
of American reapers in the fertile reaches of Canada and the 
Argentine, of the click of American typewriters and cash regis
ters in London, Tokyo Madrid, Buenos Aires. They tell us 
that the staffs supporting the yellow flag above the palace of 
the Mikado and the Union Jack on Windsor Castle were hewn 
from the pines of Puget Sound. 

They forget that the acquisition of such articles as these is a 
greater tribute to the purchaser than to the seller. They ten 
us of what they are pleased to term a wonderful foreign trade. 
The Republican platform of 1008 challenges American intelli
gence by attempting a comparison of our national wealth with 
that of Great Britain and with that of Germany and France; it 
also boasts of our foreign trade. Now, what is th~ real position 
of the United States in the worJJ]'s wealth and trade? It is true 
that, with an area of conti~tal sweep and unequaled re
source, our wealth in mere bulk exceeds that of every other 
cotmtry, being estimated at one hundred and ten billions. Yet 
Great Britain, with less than one-twentieth the area of the 
United States, smaller than the single State of California, with 
infinitely fewer raw commodities, and a soil worn by fifteen 
centuries of cultivation, with a population about half our own to 
feed, has a wealth of over fifty-eight billions, or more than half 
our own. France and Germany, each with less than one
seventeenth our territory, each smaller than the single State of 
Texas, the one with almost half, the other with almost two
thirds our population to sustain, both with soil and resources 
depleted by more than a dozen centuries of constant exploita
tion, of bloody and substance-draining wars, have each an 
approximate .wealth of fifty billions, almost half our own. 

These three countries-Great Britain, Germany, and France---
with an aggregate area about one-sixth of ours, with all the 
other inequalities I have specified, supporting a popufation 
larger by sixty millions than our own, have a total wealth ap
proximating one hundred and sixty billions, nearly a third more 
than the wealth of the United States. The practically con
tiguous countries of Great Britain, France, Belgium, the Nether-
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lands, Germany, Switzerland, Austria-Hungary, Italy, Spain, 
and Portugal, with a combined area less than a third of ours 
and far poorer in resources, an area that had sustained the bur
dens of civilization a thousand years when Columbus first saw 
Salvador, with a population of two hundred and sixty-five· mil
lions struggling for subsistence, have a total wealth of over 
two hundred and ten billions, nearly twice that of the United 
States. These countries have so skillfully husbanded their 
powers and so successfully developed reciprocal trade relations 
that, according to Harold Boice, they-
have more than twice as much money as the United States invested !n 
transport ation, nearly half a billion more than we .have invested. m 
mining, and almost 100 per cent more in manufacturmg than Amenca 
with its almost incredible energy can boast, and 200 per cent more 
agricultural wealth than the United States. 

Great Britain, although smaller than California, has a for
eign trade of over four and three-fourths billions against our 
foreign trade of three and one-fourth billions. British ship
owners receive from three hundred to five hundred millions 
every year for transporting foreign goods and passengers, while 
we pay foreign shipowners an amount estimated all the way 
from fifty to two hundred millions annually for the conveyance 
of our external trade. Be this as it may, Great Britain has 
almost 50 per cent of the sailing and steam tonnage of the 
world, a ton to less than every three inhabitants, and carries 
more than '60 per cent of her own foreign trade in British 
bottoms. 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman--
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 

SHEPPARD) yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 
Mr. SHEPPARD. Certainly. 
l\fr. BATES. Is not the gentleman aware, Mr. Chairman, 

that in spite of this iniquitous tariff of which he complains, 
the · export trade of the United States has steadily increased 
instead of diminished, until it is larger than in all history or 
in all contemplation of those who framed the present tariff 
laws? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. It is not as large as it should be in view 
of our immense resources and our immense energies and oppor
tunities, and I propose to demonstrate that fact in a few 
minu tes. 

Mr. BATES. One other question, if it will not interrupt the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I want the gentleman to remember that I 
will answer hi first question at length by giving the figures. 

Mr. COOPER of Texas. If my colleague will permit, I will 
state that one of the reasons is that we are selling domestic 
products cheaper abroad than we are selling them to our home 
folks. 

Mr. BATES. So I have heard. Is it not true that some 
delegation from the gentleman's own State of Texas has ap
peared before the Ways and Means Committee asking a revi
sion of these iniquitous rates on certain articles in which they 
have an interest, to wit, lumber and hides? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I am not now discussing the merits of any 
particular rate. · 

Mr. BATES. Let us get down to something specific. The 
people of the State of Texas desire to have· free hides-to have 
the present tariff, or any tariff at all, off of hides? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. What point does the gentleman attempt 
to make? 

Mr. BATES. I am merely asking for information. Do the 
people of the great State of Texas desire free hides? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Some of the people desire free hides, and 
if you put shoes on the free list, we will all be in favor of it. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. BATES. The neighboring State of Missouri is here ask
lng for tariff on zinc, is it not? 

Mr. RUCKER. No. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. Some of the gentlemen from Missouri can 

answer that question better than I can. 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Let me ask the gentleman a ques

tion. Suppose it should turn out that some fellow from Mis
souri came up here and asked for a tariff, wbat has that got to 
do with it? 

Mr. BATES. It would prove to a certain extent what the 
late presidential candidate, Mr. Hancock, stated, namely, that 
in some respects, after all, it is a local issue. It depends upon 
what industry is being affected. It proves that the South is 
waking up and beginning to look to her true interests. 

1\lr. CLARK of Missouri. I know, but because one man in 
Missouri or a hundred men in Missouri want the tariff on zinc, 
it does not bind the people of Missouri as wanting that tariff. 
However, I do not want to take up the time of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] , . 

XLIII-38 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I prefer now to pursue the course of my 
remarks. 

Mr. BATES. If they looked to the interests of their State, 
possibly they would want the tariff on zinc and on other things. 

1\Ir. CLARK of :Missouri. Suppose you look to the interests 
of the whole State? 

1\Ir. BATES. That is what I mean. 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is exactly what I am doing. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. The gentleman's remarks do not affect 

the line of argument I am pursuing now. I am now speaking 
of the destructive effect of your whole tariff system, and I say 
that your belated attempt at revision is a vindication of the 
position we have taken from the hour the Dingley tariff was 
enacted. 

The gentleman asked if our exports had not increased won
derfully under the Dingley tariff. I contend that our trade 
opportunities abroad have been sadly overlooked. Of the 
$1,000,000,000 of imports entering France to-day, we furnish 
less than 10 per cent; of the one and three-fourths billions enter
ing Germany to-day, we furnish less than 14 per cent; of the 
three billions _of exports entering Great Britain, we furnish less 
than 22 per cent; and of the thirteen and a half billions of ex
ports entering all the other countries of the world, we furnish 
less than 15 per cent. What a field we view through the prison 
bars of a stand-pat tariff! 

l\fr. BATES. If it will not interrupt the gentleman, may I 
ask him another question? In order to compete with foreign ships 
we will have to build our ships cheaper than they are built 
abroad, will we not? That fact is evident; and in order to do 
that we will have to pay lower wages tharr we now pay, both 
to construct them and to run them. 

1\Ir. SHEPPARD. Not at all; not relatively; because if you 
lower your extortionate tariff which makes it impossible to build 
American ships in competition with other countries and establish 
advantageous trade relations with these countries, you will so in
crease our foreign trade as to create such a demand for Ameri
can ships that labor will have increased rather than diminished 
profits. [Applause on Democratic side.] 

Mr. BATES. Is not it a fact that the chief element in the 
cost of a ship is not the material, but the labor; that seven
eighths or nine-tenths of the cost is based on the price of human 
labor, and the element of wages is the element that must be 
taken into consideration most of a.ll? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I have already ·quoted from the testimony 
of one of the most prominent shipbuilders in this country-Mr. 
Orlott-showing that it is the increase of the tariff to the ex
tent of 40 per cent on the materials that go into a ship that has 
made it impossible to build an American ship in competition 
with the world. I think I have answered my friend's interro
gation as to the element of labor. I yield to no one in a desire 
to advance the cause and promote the interest of the hosts of 
toil. 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. I will ask the gentleman from 
Texas to yield to me to allow me to suggest to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania if it is not true that the shipyards of Great 
Britain are run under an eight-hour law, whereas we exact ten 
hours a day from men in this country? 

Mr. LANDIS. I am simply asking for information, but it is 
my impression that material imported for the purpose of build
ing American ships under the Dingley law comes in free of 
duty. 

Mr. GILLESPIE. But the ship can only be used in foreign 
trade. 

Mr. LAJ\TDIS. Ships built in the United States, to engage in 
foreign commerce. My understanding is that the rna terial 
imported into the United States for their construction comes in 
free. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. There is a provision for the free admission 
of this material, but it is nullified by a further provision prac
tically restricting ships so built to foreign trade and by a law 
which forbids ships in the foreign trade to touch at more than 
one American port in assembling a cargo. This condition prac
tically paralyzes the industry of building American ships for the 
foreign trade. 

Mr. LANDIS. I think the gentleman will ascertain, if he in
vestigates the Dingley law, that my statement is true. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. It is, with tbe limitation already stated. 
:Mr. BATES. The most important element that enters in is 

labor. 
Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. That is not protected. Labor 

comes .in free. 
Mr. HARDY. What was the controversy between the gentle

man from Massachusetts [Mr. LOVERING] and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL) ? Did it not grow out of the 
fact that a drawback is not allowed on shipbuilding material? 
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~fr. GRAHAM. Is not the gentleman aware that trade has 
been encouraged by subsidies granted by these foreign coun
tries, which subsidies have not been granted by Congress? 

Mr. SHEPP.AllD. These foreign subsidies are insignificant 
when compared to the total volume of the foreign trade of these 
countries and to the total capital invested in merchant ships. 
They can haye but little effect. I proceed now with the com
parison of our position in the world's shipping and trade with 
that of Great Britain. I referred to the fact that Great Britain 
had nearly half the foreign tonnage of the world. 

The United States, once foremost under Democratic policies 
in the world's ocean trade, with its flag in every port, carry
ing not only the larger part of the world's trade but nearly 90 
per cent of its own imports and exports in American ships, 
has to-day, after nearly half a century of Republican ascend
ency, not 12 per cent of the world's tonnage, taking into ac
count our enormous coastwise trade, which is reserved for 
American vessels and which exceeds our foreign-trade tonnage 
in the ratio of 5 to 1. We do not average a ton to every 20 
inhabitants, carrying to-day less than 15 per cent of our imports, 
less than 10 per cent of our exports, in American bottoms, and 
the American flag has practically disappeared from the great 
trade routes of the seas. Leading the world in the production 
of coal, iron ore, pig iron, steel, copper, lead, borax, petroleum, 
cotton, wheat, corn, oats, and cattle, in the invention and em
ployment of labor-saving machinery, possessing unrivaled fa
cilities for manufacturing in general, with a water frontage of 
7,300 miles, our bays and rivers giving easier access to the 
interior than those of any other continent or country, we ought 

-easily to lead the world in shi'pping and in trade. And yet 
to-day one of Germany's steamship lines, the Hamburg-Ameri
can, has 100,000 more tons than the entire mercantile marine 
of the United States engaged in ·foreign trade. Germany, with 
all its inferiorities of age, area, and resource, has a foreign 
trade of over three billions, almost equaling om·s. France, 
one-seventeenth our size and far behind us in natural wealth, 
has a foreign trade two-thirds as large as ours. The little 
country of the Netherlands, not much larger than the State of 
Maryland, more than 225 times smaller than the United States, 
with about one-fifteenth our population, has a foreign trade 
more than half as large as ours. 

The ten European countries before alluded to, with a total 
territory less than a third our own and vastly inferior to us in 
natural wealth, with a population less than three and one-half 
times as large as ours, have a combined foreign trade of nearly 
fourteen and three-fourths billions, more by one and three
fourths billions than four times our own. Thus the little out
worn countlies of the Old World are leading us in the race for 
national wealth and international trade when, by a sensible 
employment of our superior resources and energies, we should 
be leading them. 

Mr. BATES. Does the gentleman from Texas mean to as
sume that that proves anything in the contention he is making? 
Does not the contiguity of these nations-the proximity of one 
to the other, the dependence. of one upon the other, the lack 
of independence and means, such as surround us in the United 
States-have almost everything to do with the figures he is 
quoting? The fact whether they are free trade or protection 
or tariff for revenue only has yery little, if anything, to do with 
the figures he is quoting. 

.Mr. SHEPPARD. I am endeavoring to show that the relative 
progress of this country under Republican policies has been 
lamentably slow and that other countries are outstripping us 
in the race for wealth and trade. 

Mr. BATES. What country does the gentleman cite as lead
ing us in national wealth? Name one. 

1\Ir. SHEPPARD. I was speaking of trade; but there are 
several relatively greater than we are in wealth. 

Mr. BATES. Name one. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. Take Great Britain, to which I have al

ready referred. It is less than one-twentieth of our size, 
smaller than the single State of California, with a population 
about half our own, and yet the total wealth of Great Britain 
is more than half as large as ours. 

Mr. BATES. But what is the condition of her people to-day? 
Does not the gentleman know that in one city alone there are 
more unemployed than there ~re in all the rest of the cities of 
the United States? 

1\fr. SHEPPARD. Her supremacy in shipping and wealth 
and trade, despite. these conditions, makes the tribute all ·the 
greater to her energies. 

But let us examine our foreign trade more closely. Of our 
tot;.;'l.l exports during the last fiscal year, manufactured articles 
comprised less than 60 per cent, including foodstuffs partly or 

wholly prepared, which . equaled . nearly 20 per cent of the 
whole, and counting pig iron, unwrought leather, lumber, kero
sene, and copper ingots, bars, and slabs as manufactures. Of 
Great Britain's annual exports, manufactured articles, not in
cluding foodstuffs, comprise over 80 per cent; of those of Ger
many, over 65 per cent; of those of France, over 55 per cent. 
We are shipping our foodstuffs and raw materials in foreign 
bottoms to western Europe, there to be converted into finished 
products that are resold to us at a profit or utilized to outstrip 
us in the markets of the world. We are denuding our forests, 
disemboweling our mountains, and exhausting our soU to send 
a sh·eam of raw commodities to Europeans, with which they 
rebuild the waste and strain of centuries and humiliate us 
in the marts of earth. We are the day laborers, the serfs, 
and helots of modern commerce. With our copper Germany has 
electrified the world. Producing almost all the raw cotton suit
able for manufacture, possessing unequaled means for its con
Yersion into the finished product, we export over 62 per cent 
of the raw crop to be manufactured in foreign counh·ies at a 
stupendous profit. Great Britain imports about $280,000,000 
worth of raw cotton annually, about two-thirds of which comes 
from the United States, and sells it in manufactm·ed form for 
$500,000,000 or more to other counh·ies, ours included. 

The portion of the $380,000,000 worth of American raw 
cotton annually taken by Great Britain, Germany, and France, 
which these countries convert into manufactured articles, they 
sell to other countries, ours included, for $675,000,000. The total 
farm value of our cotton crop of 1907 was a little over $613,-
000,000. Thus these three distant countries, producing not a 
pound of raw cotton, with fuel high and scarce, with a freight 
haul of over 3,000 miles across stormy seas, are making more 
money out of American cotton than the American producer 
himself. We export less than fifty millions of manufactured 
cotton, ten times less than Great Britain, much less than Ger
many and France. Practically monopolizing the raw product, 
we import more of the manufactured article than we export. 
If our tariffs had been framed with a view to the proper de
velopment of foreign markets and the cultivation of more 
amicable trade relations abroad, this condition would not exist. 
But this is not all. Our part in the trade of the world, of 
which Republicans boast, is really insignificant. Of our annual 
fifteen billions of manufactured goods we sell about one billion 
abroad, including foodstuffs. Of the billion-dollar industrial 
trade in the southern half of this hemisphere our share is 
pitifully small. . 

It is computed that Argentina alone buys more textiles from 
Europe than we sell to the whole world, and that the value of 
these textiles bought by Argentina exceeds the value of Ameri
can comm.er.ce of every description going into all the ports south 
of the Isthmus of Panama. Great Britain's exports to Argen
tina alone in 1907 were more than $3,000,000 in excess of our 
exports to the entire continent. of South America. We get the 
glory of the Monroe doctrine in South America and Europe gets 
the trade; we get a Republican platform on the subject of 
American supremacy and Europe gets the cash. Faci:pg the 
Orient, both Asia and Oceania, with thousands of miles of ea
coast, the Orient, where is located a majority of the world's 
population, we have less than 9 per cent of the Orient's foreign 
trade, a trade greater in totals than our own. We maintain 
the open door in the East, but European goods pass through. 
Great Britain's exports to China and Japan in 1907 were larger 
by more than twenty millions than our exports to the entire 
continent of Asia. Great Britain's exports to the Cape of Good 
Hope alone in 1907 were larger by twenty-six millions than our 
exports to the entire continent of .Africa. And yet '\\e pose as 
the commercial leaders of mankind. These boasting Republic
ans have made the United States the economic jest of the earth. 
Summarizing the tariff situation, it may be justly said that the 
Republican party, after nearly fifty years of almost uninter
rupted control, has driven our ships from the seas, oYerlooked 
the proper development of our share in the trade of the world, 
challenged the commercial hostility of the earth, subjected its 
own members to the domination of the standpatters, and erected 
within our borders'" a system of fiscal tyranny that is slowly para
lyzing the nation's energies. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Will the gentleman from Texas yield for 
a question? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Certainly. 
Mr. CAMPBELL. To what specific policy of the Republican 

party, or what phase of that policy, does the gentleman from 
Texas attribute our want of supremacy in the commercial 
world? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. One of the principal reasons is the fail
ure of the Republican Senate to ratify the reciprocity treaties 
negotiated under section 4 of the Dingley law with France, Ger· 
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many, and other important countries by which our trade would I tion, Democratic before the race issue was ever dreamed of and 
have been enormously increased. · before the civil war was even a remote possibility. There are 
· Mr. CAMPBELL. Well, after all, do not you think that States in the North that were solidly Democratic before the 
there is still something to boast of in the fact we have such a civil war, but which have been solidly Republican since. Which 
large internal commerce? section has been influenced by war and prejudice? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Certainly, we could not help from being Mr. BATES. What was the condition of labor in the South 
great on that account. There has been no high protective law prior to the civil war? 
to obstruct the development of internal trade. While a tariff on Mr. SHEPPARD. It had no influence upon this tariff ques-
foreign imports is essential from the standpoint of revenue it tion. 
should not be so exorbitant as to impede our trade relations Mr. BATES. With the emancipation of labor in this counh·y, 
with the world. and the higher rate of wages paid to labor, is there not a steady 

1\Ir. GRAHAM;, Is not the gentleman aware that his whole Republican gain in all the Southern States wherever the Repub
argument is one that was offered when we had up the question lican doctrines .are enunciated and made generally known? · 
of a ship subsidy, when it was shoWn. clearly that that was the Mr. SHEPPARD. There is not. I will state to the gentleman 
only point where America did not protect; that the shipping of that certain States in the South were Whig States before the 
America lacked the protection of the Republican party? Now, I war. Instead of a development toward Republicanism, there 
when we urged your side of the House to help us pass a bill has , been a steady retrogression from it. · 
giving a little relief to this question in the way of a ship sub- MrA BURLESON. In that same connection I would state to 
sidy the gentleman cried out, "Another subsidy! Another pay- the gentleman from Pennsylvania that Mr. Taft in 1908 received 
ment of money to help these men grow rich, to help a trust! " fewer Republican votes in ·Texas than Mr. McKinley did in 
And they voted the question down, when it was shown what we 1896, twelve years prior thereto. 
needed in South America to obtain that trade was an increase Mr. SHEPPARD. And I want to state further--
in our shipping. Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I want to state that the gentle-

Is the gentleman not aware that our goods from America have man's own State of Pennsylvania voted for Polk and Dallas, 
to go to Germany, France, and even to Spain, and then be re- and Dallas cast the decidi'ng vote in the Senate that made the 
transferred to South America, because we have not the lines tariff act of 1846 possible, under which his State prospered in 
and -vessels to convey them direct? the mining and coal business. . 

Mr. SHEPPARD. And who is responsible for that condition? Mr. BATES. On the cry of "Polk, Dallas, and the tariff of 
Mr. GRAHAM. I think the Democratic party, for opposing I '42," and then the very man who was elected went back on his 

our policy·. [Laughter on the Democratic side.] We ha-ve pledges. 
urged assistance from: the Democratic party, with a few Re- Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. No; he carried out his pledges, 
publicans, and they have failed to give that protection to and said so at the time he cast his vote. 
American shipping that it is entitled to. It is the only thing Mr. SHEPPARD. Let me say again, that the people of the 
that has not been protected by the Republican party, and as a South are Democratic because they believe that Democratic 
consequence has declined. principles are best for the country, regardless of section. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The gentleman can not shift responsibility Mr. KAHN. Is it not a fact that Democratic Members of 
for goYernmental policies to the minority. You can not claim 1 this House have appeared before the Ways and Means Commit
credit for what you think is good, and blame us for what yon tee, sitting at the present time, listening to tariff discussions, 
think is bad in the conduct of the Government. requesting that duties be levied on commodities that are raised 
· Mr. GRAHAM. I can not see it. in the South? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Perhaps the gentleman refuses to see it. Mr. SHEPPARD. We have gone over that entire subject, if 
Furthermore, we claim our trade could be increased in far the gentleman will permit. The same question was asked 
greater degree by the negotiation of trade treaties with foreign twenty minutes ago. 
countries than by an attempt at creating.a subsidy. We assert Mr. KAHN.· I did not happen to be in the House at the time 
that the Republican party has failed to secure for us the posi- of the gentleman's answer. 
tion in the world's commerce to which our unequaled resources Mr. SHEPPARD. Perhaps it was the gentleman's misfortune 
entitle us. And yet this is the party which William Howard that he was not here during my entire remarks. 
Taft would have the South embrace! I want to call further attention to this remarkable speech of 

In a recent speech Mr. Taft practically asserted that the l\Ir. Taft. In it he ridiculed the southern people for loyalty to 
people of the South are moved in their political affiliations, not northern Democrats, and at the same time invited them to the 
by conviction fo11owing the serious study of governmental prob- support of northern Republicans. Are northern Democrats any 
lems, but by prejudice or sectionalism or tradition, that they the less Americans because they are Democrats? 
think one way and vote another. 1\Ir. Taft was never more Do they not support the Government with their treasure anLl 
widely in error. 'rhe people of the South are Democratic be- defend it with their blood? Let no man say that the Democracy 
cause they believe that Democratic principles are best for our and the South are not an essential part of this Republic. The 
common country, regardless of section-for Maine as well as hope of free government in this country lies not so much with 
Texas, for Michigan as well as Georgia. the seven millions who won at the last election, as with the six 

Mr. BATES. Does not the gentleman from Texas think, and millions who lost and accepted the result with true American 
·does he not admit that as the southern people find the race good will .. [Applause on the Democratic side.] It is a matter of 
question eliminated from politics, it is for their advantage to I especial pride, let me say while we are on tills subject of sec
embrace the William Howard Taft policies and the Republican tionalism, that the Democratic party can not succeed unless 
policy of protection, and was not that evidenced· in the last cam- every section of the country is represented in its triumph. The 
paign by the election of a Republican Congressman in the State side of this House most typically American is undoubtedly the 
of North Carolina to a seat made vacant by the resignation of Democratic side, where Memuers from Massachusetts and Vir
Governor KITCHIN when the sole question submitted to the voters ginia, from New York and Mississippi, from Illinois and the 
was the question of a protective tariff, and in the State of Carolinas, from every part of the Union, unite to advance the 
North Carolina, in a normally Democratic district, the Repub- national good. What spectacle could more forcibly appeal to 
lican candidate won on that issue? Americans everywhere than that of the famous Union general 

Mr. SHEPPARD. How about Democratic candidates who on this side, joining hands with his former antagonists of the 
won in northern communities? battlefield to restore the landmarks of American liberty, wear-

Mr. WILSON of Illinois. Never on that issue. ing his 74 years like an armor of steel, IsAAC R. SHERWOOD of 
Mt·. BA'l'ES. Was not that experience duplicated in the Ohio. [Loud applause on the Democratic side.] 

State of Missouri, when in a Democratic district a Republican Mr. BATES. Will the gentleman indulge me with one further 
candidate ran on a Republican ticket, spoke on Republican tariff question? 
policies, and because of the desire of the people to carry on the Mr. SHEPPARD. Certainly. 
zinc industry in that district, because of their interest in the ~Ir. BATES. The gentleman will admit that there has been 
development of that industry and other interests, they elected for some thirty years a solid South, and that in most of those 
a Republican candidate solely on the tariff proposition? These States it would be hopeless to espouse any other ticket than the 
were two normal Democratic districts. Democratic ticket. In most congressional elections nomination 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I will answer the gentleman. The gentle- is equivalent to an election. That has never prevailed in what 
man inquires if the South will probably not become Republican are called the "Northern" or the "Western" States. Almost 
as the race issue or other issues become less important. every State of the North, East, and West is a debatable State, 

Mr. BATES. Yes. often electing a Democratic governor and voting for a Repub-
. Mr. SHEPPARD. I want to say to the gentleman from Penn- lican President on the same day. Was it not the desire o! the 
sylvania that the Southern people were, almost without excep- President-elect, 1\fr. Taft, that there should be an opportunity 
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for every man to express his preference and have that prefer
ence counted, and have it of some effect in the South as well as 
in the North? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. And that is exactly where Mr. Taft was 
unjust to the South; there is every opportunity in the South for 
free speech and untrammeled suffrage. His speech and your re
marks here encourage the belief that such is not the ease. 

Mr. BATES. Does the gentleman mean to say that he in
dorses a policy which makes the result of an election like a 
sealed book before the votes are even cast, and that no Repub
lican party need apply--

Mr. SHEPPARD. It is not a sealed book. 
Mr. BATES (continuing). And nominate their candidates as 

if already elected? 
Mr. SHEPPARD. We invite you to come South with argu

ments, and if you can not meet us with arguments you ought not 
to complain. 

1\lr. BATES. The manifest desire of President-elect Taft 
was that there should be an opportunity, at least, for each 
party to present its candidates and its policy in every State 
and in every congressional dish·ict in this Union, if need be, and 
allow the people to exercise the right of franchise. _ 

Mr. SHEPPARD. There is such an opportunity, and there 
has always been such an opportunity, and when the gentleman 
speaks of a solid South I refer him to the fact that there is 
practically a solid North. 

Mr. BATES. Oh, no. New York and Ohio have bad Demo
cratic Senators and governors every decade for the last forty 
years. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The gentleman's argument establishes noth
ing so far as national elections are concerned. 

Mr. BATES. And for that reason the Northern States are 
better governed, because there is fair chance for both parties. 
E\en in the great State of Pennsylvania there have been Demo
cratic governors and a treasurer elected several times in the 
last ten years. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. How many times has Pennsyl\ania gone 
Democratic in the last forty years? 

Mr. BATES. The Democrats have elected two governors in 
the State in the last twenty years and two or three treasurers. 
The term of our governors is four years. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. You had two Democratic governors in the 
last forty years? 

Mr. BATES. In the last twenty years. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. You have had two Democratic governors 

since the war, and Texas and every other Southern State ha s 
had Republican governors since that great contest. 

Mr. BATES. We elected them in the last twenty years. 
California has had three Democratic governors in recent years; 
1\fas achusetts also. Almost e\ery Northern State wavers from 
Republicanism occasionally; but the point I make is that there 
is a good healthy opposition party in e-very Northern State and 
practically none in most of the Southern States. This is what 
Mr. Taft, in the interest of good government, seeks to have 
corrected. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. There is e\ery opportunity for any politi
cal party to express its views, formulate its platforms, and 
register the votes of its adherents in the South, as much so 
as in any other part of the country. 

Mr. BATES. Minnesota has gone Democratic three times. 
That is all President-elect Taft desired-that there should be 
an opportunity presented for the candidates and for the policies 
of both parties or all parties not only to the people of the South, 
but to the people of the North as well. 

Mr. SHEPP .A.RD. And he did the South an injustice when 
he stated that there was no such opportunity now. 

Mr. BATES. The gentleman must know that in many of the 
. Southern States there is no such opportunity. 

1\f.r. SHEPPARD. That is not the fact. 
Mr. BATES. Read the reports of the Congressional Di

rectory and you will see--
1\fr. SHEPPARD. I state on my responsibility as a citizen 

of the country and as a citizen of the South that the gentleman 
is in error. 

Mr. BATES. The gentleman knows that in many of the 
congressional districts there is no candidate in the opposition 
and no \Ote recorded. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. For what reason? Not because there is 
no opportunity. 

1\Ir. BATES. Just for that Yery fact. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. The gentleman persists in doing us serious 

injustice. 
1\fr. HARDY. I wish to say that it is a strange position for 

a gentleman from Pennsylvania, a State that went Democratic 

before the war, and that has never gone Democratic in a na
tional election since the war, to talk about the solid South. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Exactly; and that is the statement which 
I made at the beginning, that before the war the South was 
almost wholly Democratic. 

Mr. BATES. Oh, no. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. And many Northern States were Demo

cratic. 
1\Ir. BATES. The gentleman said that they were Whig · 

States. Tennessee and Mississippi were Whig States. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. I did not say the South was solidly Demo

cratic before the war. I said that almost witpout exception it 
was Democratic. · 

Mr. BATES. I do not wish to do the gentleman or his sec
tion any injustice, but I do insist that the manifest desire of 
the President-elect was that there should be a fair presenta
tion of the issues of the Republican and Democratic parties 
before all the people of this country, in every State in the 
Union and every portion of e\ery State in the Union, in the 
interest of fair play and to enable the people of this country 
to \Ote for their best interests, as they believed. He advised 
this without reference to any party at all or without intimRting 
which party they should espouse. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I say again that entire opportunity exists 
to-day, and has always existed, for the fair and unprejudiced 
presentation of issues in the South. My people are as liberal, 
as tolerant, and as patriotic as any other people in the world. 

Mr. BATES. Then there is an improyement over the con· 
ditions of twenty or thirty years ago. 

Ur. HARDY. Has there been a.ny improvement in Pennsyl
Yania? · Is not Pennsylvani...'l. a part of the solid North? 

l\1r. BATES. There is no district in Pennsyl,ania that does 
not present opposition candidates, and in many of them the elec
tions are carried by only two to five thousand majority. Sev
eral districts alternate between the two parties even on national 
que tlous. 

Mr. HARDY. Was not Pennsylvania Democratic before the 
war, and has she ever been since the war? 

Mr. BATES. Certainly. 
:Mr. HARDY. Has she ever elected a Democratic governor? 
l\lr. BATES. She did in 1900. 
Mr. HARDY. Except when there. was some local issue of cor

ruption or something <>f that Jdnd? 
1\Ir. BATES. On national issues I am proud to say that slle 

has always gone Republican. 
l\Ir. HARDY. Is she, therefore, to be blamed on that account? 
Mr. BATES. And I wish to say, further, that as long as the 

people of Pennsylvania retain their good sense, they will vote 
the Republican ticket on national questions. [Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

Mr. HARDY. Then, do we understand that they had no 
good sense before the war? 

Mr. BATES. They have improved in their attitude on na
tiona.l questions. 

1\fr. BEALL of Texas. The good sense you refer to is cents 
in the pocket and not sense in the head, is it not? [Laughter.] 

Mr. BATES. Both. They haye improved intellectually, 
morally, and financially. "Go thou and do likewise." [Ap
plause <Qn the Republican side.] 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The people of the South will be guided by 
their convictions, and I desire to emphasize the fact that 1\fr. 
Taft did the South a sel"ious injustice when he insinuated that 
fair opportunity did not exist for the exercise of the suffrage 
in the South. 

1\fr. OLLIE M. JAMES. I think the fairness that Mr. Taft 
was talking about not existing in the South was in the Repub
lican conyentions down _ there. [Laughter on the Democratic 
side.] 

1\Ir. SHEPPARD. 1\Ir. Chairman, the people of the South 
are devoted to the Democracy not alone for the soundness of 
its economic and constitutiona.l tenets. They love the Democ.
l'acy because it is essentially a national party. I referred a few 
moments ago to General SHERWOOD; let me say further that his 
speech in this Congress against the militarism of the Republican 
party has been quoted witb-approyal by d'Estonnelles de Constant 
in the Senate of France. Only a short space away from Gen
eral SHERWOOD sits the Confederate brigadier, the noted GoRDON, 
of Tennessee, and when SHERwooD and GoRDON, veteran heroes 
of opposing factions in one of the bloodiest conflicts of time, 
meet under Democratic standards in the American Congress, 
who will deny that the Democracy is the supreme refuge of .a 
reconciled and de\oted people? [Loud applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] . 

Resting on the universal principle of equal rights, the Demo
cratic party is the party of the Nation, the party of brother-
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hood. The ambition that illumines its entire career is to maK.e 
this Government so just, so pure, that it shall say to tile humblest 
toiler in the land, "You shall not build and another inhabit; 
you shall not plant and another eat." When we contemplate 
the character and record of the Republican party we can not 
a-roid the conclusion that it is too strongly in the grasp oi the 
interests it has enthroned to provide substantial remedies for 
the peorfle's ills, to make sincere and adequate revision of the 
tariff, or to restore our lost supremacy in the commerce of the 
world. From the beginning of its partnership with protected 
wealth the Republican party has drifted away from the· sym
pathy and brotherhood that marked the aspirations of Abraham 
Lincoln. To-day it openly proclaims loyalty to Alexander Ham
ilton, the disciple of privilege and class rule, the champion of 
aristocratic tendencies, who regarded the British monarchy as 
the model system of the world. It would be difficult to con
ceive of two more contradictory schools of political thought,. 
two ideals of government more antagonistic, than those of 
Alexander Hamilton and Abraham Lincoln. 

Indeed, Lincoln accepted the doctrines of Jefferson, the 
founder of the Democratic party and the fundamental antag
oni t of Hamilton. In reply to an invitation from Boston in 
April, 1859, to attend a celebration in honor of .Jefferson's birth
day, Lincoln concluded as follows: 

Afl honor to Jefferson. to the man who in the concrete pressure of a 
struggle for national independence by a single people bad the coolness-, 
forecast, and capacity to introduce into a merely rev?lutionary doc
ument an abstract truth, applicable to all men and all tlmes, and so to 
embalm it there that to-day and in all coming days it shall be a rebuke 
and a stumbling block to the very harbingers o! reappearing tyranny 
and oppression. 

Sublimer tribute never fell from human lips. [Applause.] 
Such was Lincoln's estimate of the man whom Roosevelt ridi
cules and DALZELL decries. I can not find that Lincoln cared 
enough for Hamilton's political views to attempt a single pub
lic analysis of them. It is not possible that Alexander Hamil
ton and Abraham Lincoln could be the founders of the same 
political · party. Hamilton was for the class; Lincoln for the 
rna s. As the Republican party becomes more and more the 
party of Alexander Hamilton it becomes less and less the party 
of Abraham Lincoln. If the notable speech of last February 
l}y the gentleman from Pennsylvania [.Mr. DALzELL]" the most 
ingenious defense of the Republican party delivered in recent 
years, establishes anything, it establishes the fact that Hamilton 
is regarded by the Republican party as its doctrinal founder. 

Through its alliance with priYilege, the Republican party now 
reflects the principles of Hamilton ; purified by fifty years of 
heroic struggle, the Democratic party to-day embodies the 
teachings of Jefferson, whose ide;:tls were the ideals of Lincoln. 
Our leader in three national contests, reflecting these ideals in 
life and thought and speech, representing the purest type of 
American manhood, is greater in defeat than the Titan of the 
golf links in >ictory. [Laughter and applause on the Demo~ratic 
side.] His is a higher place in history than official honors can 
ever bestow. And, oh, sir, when the American people shall 
lift the party of brotherhood above the party of dollarhood, 
the party of equality above the party of privilege, the party 
of progressive trade relations above the party of restric
tion, the party of economy above the party of extravagance, 
the party of local self-government above tbe party of centraliza
tion, the party of the Nation above the p~uty of a section, then, 
and not till then, shall we witness the rebirth of this Republic 
on a basis as broad as human patriotism, as deep as human 
lo>e, the reconsecration of 85,000,000 American citizens to the 
doctrines that established liberty, the return to original paths 
and principles of that rejoicing host whose arms shall rise in 
mighty unison .to "break the jaws of the wicked, and from be
tween his teeth to take away the prey." [Loud and prolonged 
applause on the Democratic side.] 

1\Ir. RUSSELL of Missouri. .Mr. Chairman, the impression 
pre>ails that this Congress will not pass any appropriation bill 
for the improvement of rivers and harbors, and, if true, I desire 
here and now to record my emphatic protest against such a 
policy. 

We are advised or led to infer that the revenues of the 
Go-vernment are at this time not sufficient to justify this ex
penditure. I admit that the country is to-day confronted by 
an annual deficit of perhaps $140,000,000, due to the unparal
leled extravagance of this Congress; but it is most unfortunate 
for the district that I represent, and I believe for the geneml 
good of the whole country, that the necessity for economy in 
the expenditures of the puhlic money should be discovered just 
in time to defeat or to defer action upon a bili for the im
provement of our waterways. 

It may seem presumptuous and even unbecoming in me as a 
new Member, and one with a brief tenure of office, to attempt 

to critfcise the actions of this Congress, and ft is ·not my pur
pose to do so in an unfriendly or a disrespectful way, but ~ 
represent one of the largest and most populous districts rep
resented in tills House, and one that is deeP,ly interested in the 
question of river improvements, and I can not be true to my 
own convictions, nor faithful to the interests of my constitu
ents, without expre sing upon this floor my disapproval of the 
indefinite postponement of such legislation, especially in view 
of the fact that this Congress, as I understand, bases such ac
tion upon insufficient revenues, which was brought about by its 
own extravagance. 

This Congress has appropriated, or will appropriate, for other 
purposes more than two thousand million dollars, which is fa1~ 
in excess of the appropriations of any ·preceding Congress in the 
history of the country, and of this enormous expenditure I beg 
to remind you that over eight hundred million is, or will be, 
for the support of the military arm of the Government. 

No one with the same power and opportunity will go further 
than I in upholding the honor of our country, nor in providing 
the necessary means for its defense, whenever its integrity as a 
nation_ is assailed or the safety of its citizens is imperiled by 
foreign foes·; but I love more the paths of peace, with their be~ 
nevolence and achievements, than I do the bloody battlefields of 
war, with their brutality and sacrifice of human liyes. We are 
now at peace with all the world, for which let God be praiRed, 
and for my part I hope, with some confidence of its fruition, 
that the time will soon come when all the disputes between civi
lized nations will be amicably adjusted by a court of inter-na
tional arbitratioil', or other civil methods, instead of by the ar
bitrament of the sword. I have but little sympathy with the
oft-repeated quotation made by those who favor extravagant 
appropriations for increased battle ships or large standing ar
mies. "'In time of peace prepare for war." It would be more
in harmony with my own feelings and ambitions and more- in 
keeping with our advancing civilization and the Christian spirit 
of the age to say, "In time of war prepare for peace." 

More than 200 miles of the district that I represent bor
ders upon the Mississippi River, and within the interior of that 
district is found the St. Francis River, ·Black Ri>er, Current 
RiYer, and Little River, all navigable in law, and with proper 
protection and improvement by the Government would be navi
gable in fact, and the benefits enjoyed by the fertile sections 
through which they run and the benefits contributed to the 
commerce of the country would be far in excess of the necessary 
expenditure. 

The construction of the Panama Canal, which we are prom ... 
ised will be completed within six years. makes the improve
ment of the Mississippi River and its tributaries of more vital 
importance to the country than ever before. About 65 per cent 
of our exports to foreign lands, averaged for the last eighteen 
years, have been the products of the farm, and about two
thirds of this, as nearly as can be ascertained, were produced 
in the Mississippi Valley. That fertile section has sometimes 
been called "the granary of the world." The farmers of that 
valley produce annually a large surplus of cotton and grain 
that are required to feed and clothe the inhabitants of the other 
parts of the world, and next in importance to the producing of" 
these commodities is the facilities for transporting them to the 
place of consumption. Water transportation is the cheapest 
known to our commercial life, and the cheapest railroad rates 
known to shippers are between water competing points. 

For these reasons I favor a complete and a comprehensi-ve 
plan of improved waterways navigation, including a deep chan
nel from the Lakes to the Gulf, if feasible, and I understand the 
government engineers have so decided. I hope that many 
of my constituents will li-ve to see the day that their cotton, 
corn, and wheat, and other products of the soil, will be loaded 
along our own borders in vessels destined without change to 
all the ports of the civilized world. 

To me it sometimes seems that the action of the Government 
toward its navigable rivers is not consistent. In the district 
that I now have the honor to represent are a number of rivers 
that are in law navigable, but which have been so neglected 
by the Government that navigation upon them has been very 
much impeded, and in many cases practically suspended; among 
them the St. Francis River, upon which I recently traveled 
more than 100 miles within my own district by steam
boat, on a tour of inspection with a board of commissioners 
appointed by the governor of the State of Missouri. I made· 
this personal tour of inspection at the suggestion of the dis
tinguished chairman of the Rivers· and Harbors Committee· 
[Mr. BURTON], for whom I have the highest regard. I at that" 
time hoped to report the -facts to the committee over which 
he presides at this session of Congress in support of a bill intro
duced by me, askihg for an appropriation for the improvement 
o!. that river; but. as I now understand there will probably: 
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be no river bill reported or passed at this session of Congress, 
my efforts in that matter . will, I fear, be of no avail. 

This riT"er, with an expenditure of a very reasonable sum of 
money, could be cleaned out and its channel improved so as to 
be made navigable at nearly all seasons of the year, thereby 
furnishing a much-needed means of transportation for a large 
and fertile territory. The Government will not permit the con
struction of bridges across that river by individuals or corpora
tions without its express sanction, on the ground that it would 
be an obstruction and an interference with navigation; still it 
was practically abandoned in the last Congress, when that dis
trict was represented by my predecessor, 1\Ir. Tyndall, by in
corporating in the rivers and harbors bill a section discontinuing 
all appropriations for that river in Missouri and repealing all 
laws providing for its improvement. 

At the last session of this Congress, at the urgent request of 
my constituents living along and near the James River, I suc
ceeded in getting passed by this House a bill authorizing the 
construction of a dam in that river so as to utilize the water 
power, to the great advantage of that locality in developing its 
latent resources and adding to its wealth. A short time there
after the President, by special message to Congress, announced 
that he was opposed to that character of legislation, and indi
cated that he would not give his approval to any bills of that 
sort without they expressly reserved the right of the Govern
ment to tax the use of the water power. His opposition delayed 
the consideration and passage of that bill in the Senate, but it 
passed that body two days ago and is now in the hands of the 
President. I hope and believe that when he fully understands 
all of the facts in connection with that river that he will give 
this bill his approval. James River is wholly within the State 
of Missouri; not a drop of water flows through that stream that 
does not come from the districts represented by my colleague, 
Mr. Hilt:LIN, and myself. It is a rapidly running mountain 
stream and is not navigable, except to float downstream at 
certain seasons of the year, which may be done with great 
rapidity. 

The Government never did expend a cent upon this river, and 
it is safe to say it never will, and hence I do not particularly 
appreciate its deep concern over its welfare or its disposition to 
conh·ol the use of its water. In my opinion it should belong to 
the abutting landowners or be controlled by the State. 

The appropriations heretofore made by Congress for the Mis
sissippi, from the mouth of the Missouri to the mouth of the 
Ohio, have not been commensurate with the neces ities of that 
important stretch of the river. It has been urged as a reason 
for reducing the appropriations for that part of the river that 
the tonnage transported over it has grown less. The same char
acter of r easoning would forbid the administering of remedies 
to an afflicted man who by reason of disease is unable to render 
full service. If the channel of that river were improved, and its 
capacity for navigation thereby increa sed, the f1·eight tonnage 
over it would also be largely increased. · 

It is something like the story of the Dutchman's wife, who 
was sick and placed in a hospital. The Dutchman· called on 
Monday morning to inquire of her condition, and was informed 
that she was improving, and again on Tuesday morning and 
Wednesday morning, and on all occasions was informed that 
she was improving, but when upon inquiry on Thursday morning 
he was informed that she was dead he went over to the nearest 
saloon to "drown his sorrow in the cup." Inviting his friends 
about him to drink with him, he said, ".My vife is dead." They 
asked him' the trouble, and he said, " My vife tied of imbrove
ments." [Laughter.] 

'.rhe appropriations for the Mississippi River from St. Louis 
to Cairo have been so meager and inadequate that, almost like 
the Dutchman's wife, it has died of improvements. 

Since a Member of Congress, at the request of constituents 
deeply interested in that part of the river, I have urged upon 
the proper authorities the importance of improvements for the 
protection of caving banks, and to prevent the destruction of 
levees, and threatened cut-offs, all of which would be for the 
better maintenance of the channel and the 11rotection of naviga
tion. The reply has invariably been that the work was badly 
needed, but that there was insufficient funds, or no funds, 
available for that purpose. Within the last year serious dam
ages have been done, and greater damages are now threatened, 
by caving banks, not only to private property but to public 
levees, and to state and interstate .:;ommerce. At Prices Land
ing, where about $30,000 was expended a few years ago in re
vetment, with splendid effect, and with great benefit, it is now 
being destroyed by reason of caving banks around and behind 
either end of the improvement, which could be protected with 
a small expenditure. 

At Birds Point, where great quantities of interstate freight 
bas been handled by means of transfer boats, the terminus of 

two railroads-the Iron Mountain· and Cotton Belt-about 20 
acres . of land has gone into the river within the last eight 
months. The inclines, depot grounds, terminal yards, and 
tracks of both railroads have been destroyed, and a great part 
of the town washed away. The public has suffered great in
convenience by the interference with the ordinary means of 
travel, and the United States mails and interstate commerce 
have been greatly interrupted and delayed. The damages sus
tained by the Iron Mountain Railroad alone at that place has 
been $125,000, as the following letter from Mr. C. S. Clark, vice
president of that company, will show: 

Hon. J. J. RUSSELL," 
ST. Lours, Decernber 9, 1908. 

Washington, D. a. . 
DEAR SIR: Your letter of. the 1st instant, addressed to our superin

tendent, has been referred to me. 
Our company is interested to the same extent as other property 

owners in preventing further erosion, and the consequent damage result
ing therefrom, at Birds Point, and is ready and willing to join the other 
property owners and interest s affected in taking whatever steps may ap
pear to be desirable or necessary to secure government aid. 

Our facilities at Birds Point have practically been destroyed, entall
lng a loss to our company of over $125,000, and we have been forced 
to make our transfers from another point, which involves a delay of 
approximately one day to int erstate freight handled. 

I trust that the meeting at Washington may be attended with favor
able results, and desire to thank you for the interest which you have 
manifested. 

Yours, truly, C. S. CLARKE, 
Vice-President St. L., I. M. ~ S. Ry. 

When, at my request, last summer the government engineers 
made a tour of inspection of that part of the river, they ca1lecl 
the attention of the Representative of the Cairo dish·ict in this 
House, Mr. THISTLEwooD, and myself, to a threatened cut-off 
through what is known as Big Lake Bayou. The engineers all 
agreed that this was a grave problem and that such a result 
would not only very seriously affect the channel of the river and 
its navigation by greatly shortening the river and increasing 
the current, but by turning the mouth of the cut-off directly 
opposite and fronting the Illinois banks at Cairo with increased 
velocity and force the current would be a serious menace to 
that growing and important commercial center. 

At the cities of New Madrid and Caruthersville the Govern
ment a few years ago did some very necessary and useful work 
in protecting the river banks of these important commercial 
cities, but I am advised that further work is now nece sary 
for additional protection and to save from destruction or 
damage the work already done. Upon that point I ask to read 
the following letter from the mayor of New 1\fadrid, 1\Io., Doctor 
O'Bannon: 

Hon. J. J. R USSELL, 
Washington, D. a. 

NEW MADRID, Mo., Dece·mber 24, 1908. 

DEAR M.R. R ussELL: Your favor· of the 24th instant received. 
'l'he work already done needs protection-that is, the top of the 

bank needs to be rocked, as the high water during s trong wmds cuts 
away t hat part of the bank above the point reached by the rock. 

The bank just above the r evetment, or where rocks stop and just 
below the mouth o! the St. Johns Bayou, is- caving, and will, we fear, 
in time cut iu behind the rock, thereby seriously endangering the whole 
of the work already done. The cause of this bank caving at this point 
is on account of the current of the river from the Kentucky point st rik
ing at this point. 

My judgment is that what is most needed at this time is this ad
ditional work, for, as above stated, this caving endangers the work 
already done. · 

Yours, very truly, WELTON O'BANNON, 
Mayor of the Ci ty of N eto Madrid. 

I have importuned the 1\fississippi River Commission for 
relief against these erosions, actual and threatened, and while 
the necessity is not questioned, the reply, as usual, is "no 
available funds." ·I ask to have read and included us a part of 
my remarks a part of a letter from Colonel Bixby, the president 
of the Mississippi River Commission: 

Hon. J. J. R USSELL, 
Charleston. Mo. 

ST. Louis, Mo., Not:ember so, 1908. 

DEAR SIR: Yours of November 20 is duly at hand, regarding the 
work which yon think is desirable in the St. Francis basin from Cape 
Girardeau down to Cairo. 

The work between Big Bayou and Thompsons Landing can not prop
el:ly come under the :Missis ippi River Commission, but must be han
dled by my river and harbor district (formerly under Lieutenant-

fi~~0Mlss~~~~Yio th~1~o~~ :f\h~ 1o~ig:Pf~r ~h~erre~rs~~ f::t 'fg~t~v~~ 
systems which the Mississ ippi River Commission can control from 
Cairo up to Cape Girardeau, as it would be located by the commission, 
must necessarily disregard the land in any loop such as that at 

~:t~~f;o~:c:'~f hi~nia~~~~cf0e:~~~~/r~~k t~l :J(~hef~~h~~0tf:oJ~ ag:J 
sloughs between Cairo and Commerce. 

The St. Louis river and harbor district, controlling the Mississippi 
River from the Missouri to the Ohio, might possibly consider the pro
tection of Thompsons Point in order to prevent a cut-of!'; but its funds 
are so limited . by the recent acts of co·ngress that it can only spend 
a few thousand dollars a year on bank protection and cut-off protection, 
and the small amount left for bank work at the end of the season is 
nowhere near enough to maintain existing works, so that any existin~: 
appropriations for the Mississippi River between St. Louis and Cairo 
must go into other work than bank w<>rk dowD at Thompsona Point. 

f 
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and I can do nothing in this direction until Congress makes spe..:ial 
1l.ppropriutions for this particular locality. 

l'oss~oly you can help on such work by getting the next Congress to 
.in ert in it river and harbor bill a special provision for an " examina
tion of the Mississippi River from Philadelphis Point to Greenfield 
Landing with a view to preventing a cut-off into llig Lake or across 
Thompsons Point," addin.g any other featu!-"e of the work ~hich you 
think necessary. This will have to be special work, all by Itself, ~d 
will require special mention in ~he last paragrap~ (that ~or examm.ar 
tion and surveys) in the next nver and harbor bill. I think you w1ll 
have no great difficulty in having such provision inserted in -that para
ooraph. But the examination can not be made and reported before the 
pre ent Congress adjourns, and so, even with a favorable repurt, you 
could not get any actual appropriation before the session of 190{)-10. 
Yet this is about all you can do under the present practice of Congress 
and of its River and Harbor Committee. 

'l'he Mississippi River Commission in its last annual report recom
mended $3 000 uOO for its use in 1909, and the present prospects are 
that this will he cut do~n in Washington ~0 2,000,000. If f?O, your 
neighborhood will stand llttle chance of getting any work done m Ul09. 
Your chances would be far better if you could persuade Congress to 
add the e;x:tra 1,000,000 recommended by the commission; but ~is 
will require a special item to that effect in the river and harbor bill 
of this session. 

Regretting that other urgent work has delayed my answer, 
Very truly, yours, 

w. H. BIXBY, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineet·s, United States Army; 

President Mississippi River Commission; 
Also 0/ficet· in Chat·ge lUt:et· and Hat·bor Dist1·ict, 

Mouth of Missout·i to Mouth of Ollio. 

If these improvements are such as are proper for the Gov
ernment to make--and about that there seems to be no dis
pute--then I submit that they should be made promptly, not 
only as a protection to private property, but for the protection 
of the navigation of the river and the commerce of the country. 
I know that there are those who hold that the General Gov
ernment can not properly appropriate money to prevent the 
caving of banks when nothing is involved but the loss of 
private property, but I insist that if the Government has the 
power to spend its money to dig dirt out of the river to im
prove the channel, it has the right to spend money to prevent 
dirt from falling into the river that will fill up the channel. 

I do not assume to be in ·any sense an expert upon this qu.es
tion but I do venture to give it as my own, opinion that the onli way to open and successfUlly and permanently maintain 
at a reasonable expense a 14-foot channel from St. Louis to the 
Gulf will be to stop the caving in of acres of land, by revetment 
or other permanent structures. 

It has been the hope of all the people of my section that this 
Congress would appropriate the. money necessary to enable the 
proper authorities to enter upon the prosecution of a com
prehensive plan for the impTovement of the Mississippi River 
and its tributaries. The importance of these waterways have 
in the recent past been better understood and more appreciated 
than formerly. 

The proposition of river improvement is to-day favored by all 
political parties and the majority of len.ders among public men. 
At the Deep Waterways convention, in Chicago, a few weeks be
fore the late presidential election, I heard both of the candidates 
Of the two leading political parties in that contest-Mr. Taft, 
now President-elect, and 1\fr. Bryan-express favorable opinions 
of the justice and importance of such improvements. 

The platforms of both the Republican and Democratic parties 
also strongly fav-ored the improvement of our waterways. I 

· read the following extract from the Republican platform: 
In the line of this splendid undertaking is the future duty equally 

imperative to enter upon a systematic improvement upon a large and 
comprehensive plan, just to all persons of the country, of the waterways, 
harbors, and Great Lakes, whose n-atural adaptability to th!! increasing 
traffic of the land is one of the greatest gifts of benign Providence. 

The Democratic platform, from which I also read an extract, 
was e-ven stronger and more insistent, as follows: 

Water furnishes the cheaper means of transportation, and the Na
tional Government, b1.lving the control of navigable waters, ~hould _im
prove them to their fullest capacity .. We earnestly favor; the Immediate 
adoption of a liberal nnd comprehensive plan for improvmg every water 
course in the Union wliich is justified by the needs of commerce, and to 
secure that end we favor, when pr-acticable, the connection of the 
Great Lakes with the navigable rivers and with the Gulf through the 
Mississippi River. 

The trip of President Roosevelt down the ;Mississippi River in 
October, 1907, ive lloped would give new impetus to t~e cause 
of river transportation and river improvements. This great 
:flotilla of 18 boats, parading from St. Louis to Memphis in or
derly procession, was the most imposing spectacle ever witnessed 
in the history of Mississippi River navigation. The President, 
in one of his speeches on that trip, spoke of our inland water
ways as one of the greatest assets of the nation, and expressed 
the opinion that they should be well and promptly' impr·oved. 
Since that time he has frequently urged Congress, by his mes
sages, to provide at once for their improvement, and in his 
message at the opening of this Congress he said: · _ 
• ' Action should be begun forthwith during the present session of Con
gress for the improvement of our inland waterways, action which will 
result in _giving us not only navigable but navigated river§. 

1\fr. Chairman, my constituents are deeply interested and 
deeply concerned in the matter of the improvement of these 
rivers, and as 1;hey are annually producing a large surplus of 
cotton and grain, desired for food and raiment by others, they, 
too, as consumersJ are interested in facilitating the means of 
distribution. Facility of transportation stimulates production, 
and increased ,producti.on p~omotes the welfare of mankind and 
adds to the wealth of the world. _ 

In behalf of my constituents and the great army of industrious 
farmers and producers of the Mississippi Valley, and for the 
good of the whole people and the commerce of the country, I 
respectfully urge this Congress to give prompt and favorable 
consideration to this vital question-the immediate and adequate 
improvement of our internal waterways. [Applause.] 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

The committee informally rose, and the Speaker having re
sumed the chair, a message from the Senate, by 1\fr. Crockett, 
its reading clerk, announced that the Senate had passed with
out amendment bill of the following title: 

H. R. 13649. An act providing for the hearing of cases upon 
a_ppeal .from the district court for the district of Alaska in the 
circuit court of appeals for the ninth circuit. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bills 
of the following titles, in which the concurrence of the House 
of Representatives was requested: . 

S. 7721. An act for payment to Robert B. Whitacre and 
Frederick T. Hildred the sum of $944.97 for blasting powder 
used by the United States Government to complete the Belle 
Fourche irrigation project; 

S. G586. An act to correct the military record of Charles J. 
Smith; 

S.l197. An act setting apart a tract of land to be used as a 
cemetery by the Independent Order of Odd Fellows of Central 
City, Colo:; and . 

S. 556 . .An act to amend an act entitled "An act to amend an 
act entitled 'An act to amend section 2455 of the Revised Stair 
utes of the United States,' approved February 26, 1805t" ap
proved June 27, 1906. 

The message also announced that the Senate had disagreed to 
the amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill ( S. 
6418) authorizing the sale of lands at the head of Cordova Bay, 
in the Territory of .Alaska, and for other purposes. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. APPROPRIATION BILL. 

The committee resumed its session. 
1\Ir. GARDNER of Massachusetts. 1\Ir. Chairman, the gentle

man from Pennsylvania [1\fr. OLMSTED] this morning devoted 
some time to the enumeration of the various benefits which 
ha-ve accrued to this House under the Reed rules. So far 
as I know, no one to-day denies the beneficial results conse
quent on the abolition of the untrammeled obstruction which 
previously was so common. The gentleman pointed out to 
us that those great reforms were instituted in order to pre
vent that obstruction, and, furthermore, that under the Reed 
ruJes the order of business was completely changed. I my
self believe that the Reed reforms were beneficial in almost 
every way; but when the gentleman from Pennsylvania says 
that the ruJes of the Fifty-first Congress, the Reed rules, are the 
rules of this Congress to-day, he is utterly and entirely mis
taken. The rules of this .House are not alone those 45 sections 
which we see in the manual. The decisions of this House and 
of its Speakers also go to make up our body of parliamentn.ry 
law. Since the time of the adoption of the Reed rules the deci
sions of the Speaker have modified our parliamentary law to a 
degree that the Members do not appreciate. 

I called the attention of the House this morning to the fact 
that under the !Wed rules any committee had a right to move 
to suspend the rules and by a majority vote--not a two-thirds 
vote-set a day for the consideration of any measure which 
they chose. I could see that the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
was saying to himself : 

Yes, if the Speaker admitted the motion; but not otherwise. 

r· grant that that is true, but, nevertheless, at the time th~ 
need rules were adopted Members believed that a privilege 
was conferred on committees in permitting them, by a majority 
instead of by a two-thirds -vote, to secure a day for action. 
I wish to read to the Chair and to the Members from the book 
which I holq in my hand. It contains a discussion of the rea
sons for the adoption of the Reed rules. Listen to this : 

Rule XXVIII, relating :to suspension of rules, is so modified that the 
House, at the request of a committee, may, by a majority vote, set 
down a bill for action of the House. 

Mr. Chairman, such was -the explanation given for the change 
in Rule :xxvn.r! .SurelY. at the time 1\Iembers were justified 
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in supposing that the privilege accorded was real and not 
imaginary. I am perfectly aware that · many of you might say: 

· Whyl on the floor of this House Members often make explanations 
which ater are found to be illusory. 

.Any Member may arise and interpret a rule incorrectly; it is 
true, but that which I read you was no' unauthorized comment. 
That statement was made in the report of the member of the 
Committee on Rules who reported the Reed rules to the House, 
·the Representative from Danville, Ill. Valuable or not, the 
'privileg·e I have just been discussing has been dropped from 
our code. 
' Now, as to this question of the rules being changed by deci
'sions. Speaker Reed, unless I am very much mistaken, in
variab)y held, when the Committee on Rules reported a rule 
to the House, that after the previous question was ordered 
it was then in order to move to recommit with instructions. 
.Just think of the value of that ' power which the House had 
under the Reed rules while Mr. · Reed was the Speaker. We 
have it no longer. It is not the rule of the House to-day. 1\Ir. 
Speaker Henderson discarded the Reed ruling, and he has 
·been followed by the present Speaker.' It is no longer possible 
to · recommit -with instructions of any sort after the previous 
question has been ordered on a · report from the Committee on 
Rules. Perhaps some one will say: "But if you have the majority 
vote to recommit, you have also the majority vote to refuse the 
previous question." Oh, no, Mr. Chairman; Members may vote 
the previous question up or down without leaving a legible trace 
'on their records. The significance of that motion does not 
appear on the surface: The ordinary citizen does not under
stand its effect. On the other hand, if a Member votes down a 
motion to recommit with definite instructions, the fact stands 
in his record. He must explain it, if he can. 

I have just shown you one example, perhaps the most im
·portant, of the way in which the hands of the Speaker and of 
the Committee on Rules have been strengthened since the days 
of Speaker Reed. Now, I wlll ·show you another. It was held 
·in the beginning of the Fifty-ninth Congress, and again in the 
1irst session of this Congress, that the motion to suspend the 
rules and pass a bill is not divisible. Yet the rules say distinctly 
that any Member may demand the division of a question if, 
when that question is divided, a substantive proposition remains. 
·That would be a very valuable privilege, if we only had it. 
So far as I know-although I have heard it stated to the con
trary-the decisions of this question in this Congress and in 
the last rest on nothing better than some doubtful rulings a bout 
forty years old; decisions, by the way, which only considered 
whether or not it was in order to demand the division of the 
propositions presented, not whether the motion itself was sep
arable. 
· Since the adopting of the Reed rules, if I am not mistaken, 
the functions of the Committee on Rules have been widely ex
tended, while the committee itself has been further protected 
by the adoption of a clause which now appears at the end of 
paragraph 61, Rule XI. 

The examination of all the precedents presents such a stu
pendous task that I hesitate to state for a certainty that which 
I believe to be a fact, namely, that only very recently has the 
Committee on Rules held it to be within their province to re
port a rule making an amendment in order which, under the 
rules and practice of the House, is clearly out of order. With 
the same hesitation I state it as my belief that Speaker Reed 
would have declined to admit, under suspension of the rules, 
any order making it possible on a future day, not a suspension 
day, to suspend the rules in order to attain some particular 
purpose. 

I believe it is an entirely new practice for a Speaker to hold 
that the question of consideration may be dilatory, although a 
decision to that effect is noted in the Digest as having been 
made in the Fifty-third Congress. I think the citation is in- . 
correct. Perhaps I should not criticise this decision, however, 
as I am afraid that in my ignorance I have voted to sustain it. 

It is useless to go further in citing changes in the Reed rules 
wrought by decisions. I think I have said enough to throw 
some doubt on the correctness of the view that we are now 
acting substantially under those rules. 

Now, a word about the growth of the practice of moving the 
previous question. Again and again we are told that no man 
should speak to the House without its consent, and that the 
previous question is a beneficent motion to stop debate. For
merly that motion was adopted for the purpose of curtailing 
debate, and in England to-day on the rare occasions when the 
speaker entertains it, such is its purpose. In this House, how
ever, nowadays the chief function of the motion is to prevent 
awkward amendments. · 

Formerly the theory was that a special report from the Com
mittee on Rules was introduced in order to facilitate the dis-

cussion of a measure. To-day over and over again a report from 
the Committee on Rules is-I do not say intentionally-so 
framed as to limit debate on a measure of great importance 
and, what is still more undesirable, to limit amendment. 

I come now to the question of catching the Speaker's eye . 
Mr. KEIFER. Before passing from that, I understand your 

criticism is upon the House, which constituted the Committee 
on Rules, in limiting debate. Is that objectionable, or ' is that to 
be a voided? ·· 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, it certainly · 
is to be avoided, and it certainly is objectionable that a rule 
should be adopted limiting to three hours the consideration of 
a great measure like the bill to reorganize the whole immigra
tion laws of .the United States, to say nothing of the fact that 
the rule in question permitte<l amendment and debate on only 
2 of the 41 sections of the bill. 

Mr. KEIFER. Will the gentleman allow me, then, to suggest 
the lecture ought to be delivered to the 1\lembers of the House 
in not voting to lengthen debate and not a protest against the 
rules or the Speaker. 

Mr. OLMSTED. l\Iay I interrupt the gentleman? 
l\Ir. GARD:NER of Massachusetts. Certainly . . 
Mr. OLMSTED. Did not the gentleman himself yesterday 

introduce a resolution changing the rules so as to permit the 
previous question in the Committee of the Whole House? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. He did. 
1\fr. OLMSTED. After forty minutes' debate. 
Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. He introduced a ru1e 

. that will compel this House to stay in session at certain times 
just as the House of Commons of Great Britain is forced to do: 

1\Ir. OLMSTED. Whether it wants to or not? 
1\Ir. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Yes; just exactly so. 
Mr. OLMSTED. I simply want to ask whether your resolu

tion in regard to the previous question would not apply to that 
immigration biil after forty' minutes debate? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I did not catch the ques
tion. 

Mr. OLMSTED. Would not this rule you proposed, if 
adopted, authorize the previous question to be called in the 
Committee of the Whole House, or in the whole House on the 
immigration bill of which you have spoken after forty ~inutes 
of debate? 

Mr. GARD1\TER of Massachusetts. Only once a week. 
l\Ir. OLMSTED. Well, whenever it comes up. 
Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Not if it came up under 

the rule--
1\fr. OLMSTED. But when it did come up. . 
Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Only once a week. 
Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
1\Ir. GARDNER of Massachusetts. The gentleman will yield 

for as many questions as he can have time to answer. 
1\Ir. MADDEN. Does the gentleman contend that the Com

mittee on Rules could bring in · any rule which would be en
forceable unless approved by a majority of the l\Iembers of the 
House? · 

1\lr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. No; he does not; but it 
has always been held in legislative bodies that propositions shall 
not be presented in such a form that l\Iembers must choose be
tween two evils and take the lesser, but that the Chamber shall 
have the right to amend a measure in any way it sees fit. In 
that way, and in that way only, may measures be reduced to 
suitable shape. Such is the whole essence of the doctrine of 
amendment. 

Mr. MADDEN. Would not a majority of the membership ·of 
the House have the right to repudiate a rule recommended by 
the Committee on Rules? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. A majority of the House 
w?uld undo~btedly hav~ the right to repudiate it; but they 
might not w1sh to repudmte, whereas, if the opportunity arose 
they might amend it. I am not aware that I have said any: 
thing that would lead any gentleman to think anything to the 
contrary. 

1\fr .. 1\.fADDEN. I understood the gentleman to say the Com
mittee on Rules forced the House to act. 

1\lr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. The gentleman from Mas
sachusetts said that in modern practice the Committee on Rules 
forces the House to act ·without reasonable opportunity for 
amendment on a proposition which it presents and on which 
it asks for an answer, yes or no. Under Speaker Reed's rulings 
it. was in order for the House to move to recommit, with in
structions, a _ report from the Committee on Rules even aft-er 
th_e previous question ~as ordered. In that way Members 
might be put on record before their constituents. To be !!lure, 
you may say that if the House wishes to amend a report 
from the Committee on Rules the previous question may be 
voted down, But how can the House tell whether it wishes to 
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amend or not until it has heard an amendment suggested? 
Debate is allowed for less than an hour, and the entire conh·ol 
of the time i·ests with the Committee on Rules. '.rhe Reed 
rules were adopted in no such fashion. Each rule was voted 
on separately, and full opportunity for amendment was ac
corded . 
. Now, a word with regard to the eye of the 'Speaker. I quite 
agree that there has been a great deal of loose criticism with 
regard to this matter. I have never, so far as I can remember, 
been to the Speaker and asked for leave to move to suspend 
the rules. 

I have, however, asked to be recognized for unanimous con
sent. Formerly I inclined to the belief that the Speaker has 
the same right to deny unanimous consent as has any other 
~!ember of the House. _ I do not to-day feel so sure of the fact. 
Unquestionably he has the right to deny unanimous consent if 

_he stands in his plqce and says so. I do not think that any 
Uember or group of Members who are anxious to deny unani
lllous consent, but do not wish to arise and say so, should be 
protected by the Speaker. Certainly they should not be pro
tected in such a way that the fact does not appear in the REcoRD. 
In the Journal I believe that the name of the Member objectin~ 
need not appear;· but such is not necessarily the case in the 
RECORD. 

I am perfectly in accord with those gentlemen who sny that 
there will be unlimited confusion if you try to take from the 
Speaker the right of recognition, or if, as was the olil plan, an 
appeal were admitted on the question of recognition. I have 
never known the present Spe&ker to deny me the right to recog
ilition, provided I had a privileged motion to present. No 
Member should for an instant submit without the strongest 
protest, if recognition is denied him when he wishes to offer a 
privileged matter or a motion accorded precedence under the-
rules. · 

I have never undertaken to go to the Speaker and ask him 
for recognition under such circumstances, nor need anyone 
else do so. I have first ascertained whether I had or had not 
a superior right to anyone else who might claim recognition, 
and I have always found that the Speaker would recognize me 
or deny me recognition in accordance with the practice of this 
House, if not in accordance with the theory of parliamentary 
law. With regard to all those motions for which more than one 
man has an equal right to recognition, no syE:tem, in my opinion, 
can be devised which will with propriety take from the Speaker 
the power of deciding between the claimants. 

Now, as to the motion to suspend the rules. In that regard 
the right of the Speaker to deny recognition is based on a long 
series of rulings. 'l'here is no time under the rules as they 
stand when it is unqualifiedly in order to move to suspend the 
rules-not one single moment. We are always faced with an 
order of business,· and nowhere in-that order of business can be 
found authority for such a motion. By implication it is held 
that the Speaker may entertain the motion at certain times; but 
the rules .are silent on this point beyond forbidding him, except 
on Monday and during the last six days of the session, to enter
tain a motion to suspend the rules. So it is held that at the 
times just specified he may entertain the motion if he see fit. 
· Personally, I believe the practice regarding suspension has 
b~n unjust for nearly a quarter of a century. I do not be
lieve that such an opportunity for discrimination between meas
ures should be given to any Speaker. Yet, under Speaker Car
lisle and Speaker Randall, and under every recent Speaker, in
cluding, no doubt, the honorable gentleman from Ohio [~Ir . 
KEIFER], it has always been held that the rules give no man 
the right to make a motion to suspend the rules, and that there
fore it is optional on Mondays and on the last six days of the 
session whether or not the Speaker shall entertain the motion. 
While I believe that this rule ought to be entirely changed, for 
the reason that it is unequal and gives the Speaker too much 
power, yet I am not one of those who think that he does not 
lawfully possess the power of discrimination at the present 
speaking. 

1\Ir. KEIFER. On that point, if the gentleman will allow 
me-and I run not controverting his proposition-! want to 
state that formerly motions to suspend the rules were made by 
Members in the orde-r in which they got on the list that was 
kept by the Speaker's clerk; and when he made the motion, he 
made a motion to suspend the rules on any bill or matter that 
he saw fit, and it was not a question of disclosing in advance 
what his motion was to relate to. , 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Precis..~ly. I am very 
glad that the gentleman called the attention of the Members to 
that fact. With regard to the opportunity for debate, I have 
n ever heard any ser ious criticism to the effect that there is not 

plenty of time allowed. I have, however, often heard the 
criticism that sufficient time for debate is not allowed except on 
rnatters not before the House. I know there is plenty of time 
to debate any question that is not before the House, but the 
difficulty is to get time to debate contentious matters at a time 
when debate will count. 

Of those who defend the present rules of the House there 
are two groups of men. One group absolutely denies that 
the Speaker has the autocratic power which I maintain that he 
possesses, and the other group holds that, as the chosen repre
sentative of the majority party, he ought to be clothed with 
power, and that it is quite just and proper that he should ex
ercise it. Inasmuch as the gentleman from Pe~sylr'ania [ Mr. 
OLMSTED] has taken the position that the Spea1ter, as a matter 
ot fact, is not clothed with autocratic power, I shall discuss 
this question in opposition to that contention. I shall not only . 
try to show that the Speaker possesses autocratic power, but 
I shall a:lso point out the particular rules, decisions, and prac
tices under which he is empowe1:ed to exercise it. 

Generally speaking, I believe that this power arises out of 
the Speaker's great control over the order of business, a con
trol so complete that he can leave any highly contentious 
measure pending on the calendar at the time of adjournment. 

Every Member of this House knows how a bill is inh·oduced. 
Every .Member knows how it is left to a committee.. Every 
Member knows how it comes · out of committee and goes to the 
calendar, there to await its turn :fur consideration, if, per
chance, that turn .ever comes. But not all Members of the 
House clearly understand the part that privileged legislation 
plays in blocking the way to attempts to get any given bill 
off the calendar. When I say " any given bill," I mean any 
given contentious bill, on which a considerable number, if not a 
majority, of the Members do not wish to go on record. 

There are two principal rules of this House which give privi
lege to legislative proposals. The first rule is contained in clause 
61 of Rule XI and the other in clause 9 of Rule XVI. Certain 
classes of business are privileged under Rule XI, while appro
priation bills and revenue bills are given higher privilege under 
Rule XVI. 

In an attempt to elucidate this complicated matter of privi
lege I shall speak of conditions as they have obtained in the 
last six years. Conditions have been somewhat different this 
session. The calendar has been surprisingly easy of access, for 
the very good reason that there is not now nor has there been 
on the calendar a single bill of such an awkward nature as to 
make its consideration embarrassing to any of us. The present 
state of affairs is by no means normal, and for that reason I 
shall depict the state of affairs which has prevailed during the 
six previous years of my membership in this body. 

The rule of daily procedure provides that when the sixth 
order of business is reached there E:hall be a call of the calendar, 
and that at the end of another hour the seventh order of busi
ness may be reached on a motion to go into the Committee of 
the Whole House to consider unprivileged matters. Until this 
session, I have never except once known that seventh order of 
business to be reached. On that single occasion a certain agri
cultural bill, brought in by 1\Ir. Adams of Wisconsin, was con-. 
sidered and passed, but most of the time for debate was occu
pied with the discussion of an entirely different subject. The 
reason why awkward measures on the calendar can E.ot be 
reached is this: All important, highly contentious bills, bills 
that Members strongly favor or oppose, can easily be delayed 
in committee. Even if I am a minority of only one in the com
mittee, I can ask for hearings on a bill, or I may employ other 
legitimate -methods of delay, with the result that the session is 
far advanced before that bill comes out of committee and takes 
its place on the calendar. Meanwhile many a privileged matter 
has been reported, and the calendar is ah·eady choked with un
important or unopposed bills which enjoy no privilege. 

General appropriation bills, too, are fast coming in. There 
are a dozen of them at every session, and they take up an 
infinite amount of time, what with general debate and also 
with debate and amendment under the five-minute rule. While 
one appropriation bill is being discu~sed there is generally an
other ready to claim the next chance for consideration, and 
thus a procession of privileged bills results in the shutting 
out of all opportunity to reach unprivileged matters. Once in 
a while, at the end of a session- for instance, at the end of the 
first session of the last Congress- when all appropriations have 
been dealt witl,l, when we are waiting for the Senate to act 
or waiting for the completion of the work of engrossment, a 
time comes when it would seem to be appropriate to go to the 
calendar for some of t h is unprivileged business patiently await· 
ing our attention. 
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What happened when this situation presented itself in 1906?. , Not only is it true that Members will hesitate to vote down 
There was then on the calendar an unimportant bill with re- the consideration of a general appropriation bill, but, e\en if 
gard to custom-houses. It had nothing to do with the raising they should do so, it takes a long time for a ye.o'l and nay vote. 
of re\enue; but under an old decision it was clothed with Then comes the ca ll of the calendar. That exhausts an hour 
privilege, and so it served its purpose. It was taken ()ff the more, but at lust a chance comes to reach the Union Calendar. 
calendar and all the spare time remaining was exhausted in All committees at this stage have equal right of recognition. 
general debat e upon that bill. Suppose that committee after committee is recognized and that 

1\t:r. OLMSTED. Will the gentleman allow me to interrupt one intervening bill after another is brought up. To each of 
hiin? them in turn consideration must be refused by a yea and nay 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Always. vote, if demanded. How often under these circumstances would 
Mr. OL:MS'rED. Would it not have been in order for the the House be persuaded to vote down adjournment? In other 

gentleman from Massachusetts, if he desired, to say to the words, it might be necessary to take recesses for several days 
Speak--er, " I r~e the question of consideration." Whereupon before -a majority, no matter how determined, could reach the 
the Speaker woUld have sain, "The question is, Will the House desired bill. Meanwhile many a bill will ha\e intenened 
consider the bill?" and then the House consider it, or go to against whose consideration Members will not care to vote. 
the calendar. Members will say to themselves: "If I vote down the consider-

·ur. · GAllD"NER of Massachusetts. Precisely. I am coming ation of that bill, after I go home I shall be obliged to spend all 
to that later. Naturally, I had anticipated that some one my time in explaining why I did so." 
would point out the possibility of raising the question of con- In short, if they vote down all intervening measures, Mem-
sideration. bers will find ~emselves in the unenviable position of being 

So far as I Imow, there was no attempt made to pass that misunderstood and misrepresented to their constituents. We 
bill either then or since-no real attempt, I mean. I am not all know the lengths to which any one of us will go to avoid 
absolutely certain of the fact, for, unfortunately, I was not here being placed .on the defensive in a campaign. 
in the last part of the last session, but a hasty inspection of Granting, for the &'lke of argument, that a majority can, by 
the Journal leads me to suppose that I am correct. The only pushing everything else aside, get at some particular measure, 
purpose which was served in culling that bill from the calendar even then the argument is not concluded. There wil) always 
at that particular time at the end of the session, if I am not be plenty of Members from districts politically close who will 
mistaken, was that of providing a "bloc1..'ing" measure. , be only too glad to postpone indefi.nitely the consideration of an 

Now I come to the difficulty just raised by the gentleman awkward bill, if they can do so without l&'lving a truce behind 
from Pennsylvania: First, I should like to ask him whether the them. By the indirect but simple method of \Oting to consider 
mutter which be filed this morning at the end of his address some other bill they can easily accomplish their object. Their 
was an article on the rules prepared by Mr. Asher C. Hinds, timidity with regard to their own fortunes will lead ·them, 
and published in part in various papers about a month -ago? even when they fa\or an awkward measure, to take advan-

Mr. OLMSTED. The same one. tage of any opportunity presented by which its indefinite post-
Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hinds ponement may be secured, especially if the measure is of 

was kind enough to give me a complete copy of that article. As such a nature that opinion at home is seriously divided on its 
it bas now become a matter of record, I can best meet the diffi- merits. -
culties of the gentleman from Pennsylvania-- .After all, it is an absurdity to maintain that the proper way 

l\Ir. OLMSTED. I have no difficulties. to test the desire of the House to consider a particular bill is to 
l\Ir. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I meant his objection re- take a vote on the consideration of some other bill. The proper 

cently raised. I can best meet it by discussing the article of way to prevent the consideration of a bill or to defeat a bill is 
which I speak. Mr. Hinds claims that when a majority of the by a majority vote against the consideration or against the 
House really wishes to reach any measure on the calendar, no passage of the bill itself, and not by the indirect method of a 
matter how much privileged business intervenes, all that is re- majority vote in connection with some other bill or on some side 
quired is to vote down the consideration of intervening mutters. issue. 
He e\en pointed out, what is perfectly true, that this very step 1\11·. KEIFEll. I wish to understand the gentleman's last 
bas been successfully taken in the past. The last time that the proposition. Would the gentleman favor a rule (I understand 
attempt was successful, so far as I can find, was in 1898, a that to be his ultimatum) that would allow a Member to call 
decade ago. The bill reached under this process of elimination up a bill against which a question of consideration could not 
was the Hawaiian bill, to which Mr. Speaker Reed was certainly be raised at all? . 
opposed. · It is perfectly true that in its earliest stages be used .Mr. G.A.RD1\TER of :Massachusetts. 1\fr. Chairman, unless I 
all the means in his power to prevent its ~onsideration. have entirely failed to convert my thoughts into words, that 

However, it is very evident, upon consulting the RECORD, that certainly is not what I said. 
as soon as 1\lr. Reed and his personal representatives, the Com- 1\Ir. KEIFER. But the gentleman's last sentence incorpo
mittee on Rules, saw that the House in all probability had made rated the idea that the only way to get rid of a bill was to 
up its mind to reach the Hawaiian bill, they no longer inter- \ote upon its merits. 
posed for purposes ·of delay the -various parliamentary devices l\lr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. The gentleman is rnis-
at their disposal. taken. 

Since that time, so far as I know, there bus been no successful l\Ir. KEIFER. That is exactly what the gentleman said, as 
attempt to repeat the mode of procedure then adopted. I may, I understood it. Now, I tmderstand, be would like to ba\e any 
of course, be mistaken, but if I am right it must be admitted pet measure called up that any Member might have, and then 
that a precedent 10 years old only goes to prove the rule. If no question of consideration be made against it at all. Other
the process of reaching unprivileged bills by elimination has not wise the difficulty he has just been so ably stating of having 
succeeded more than once in a decade, it certainly is not a \ery some other bill put in opposition to it would apply to that bill 
p~tical method. a fter you had reached it. 

Let us confront the situation as we usually find it, and we I understand the rule bas always been, even in contested 
shall quickly see the narrowness of the opportunity which Mr. election cases-matters of the highest privilege-that the ques
Hinds suggests. Suppose that it is desired to reach a highly tion of consideratio~ could always be raised. 
contentious but important bill on the Union Calendar, and that Mr. GARDl\'ER of Massachusetts. Is that a question? It is 
there are plenty of intervening bills more favorably placed. the longest question that I e\er undertook to answer. I repeat 
Some Member of the House thinks that a majority wishes to that" the right way to defeat the consideration of a bill or to 
consider this bill. He would like the House to vote down the defeat its pa ssage is to Yote on these questions as related to the 
motion to go into Committee of the Whole to consider some ap- bill itself, and not to Yote on the consideration or on the merits 
propriution bill; but be bas no opportunity to explain his pur- of some other bill. 
11ose, because that motion is not deba table. Generally the House 1\lr. OLMSTED. 1\Iay I ask the gentleman a question? 
does not understand what he is dri\ing at. Mr. GA.llDNER of Massachusetts. Certainly. 

But suppose that he has a chance to explain his plans before Mr. OLMSTED. Would the gentleman faYor a rule which 
the motion is made, and suppose that the House sees their full would compel the majority to take up and consider a measure 
bearing. Even so, Members will think a long time before vot- which the majority did not wish to take up? 
ing down the con iderution of one of the great supply bills of l\Ir. GARDNER of 1\Iassucbusetts. I fa•or a rule compelling 
this Go\ernment, especially when they are told, as they will be the House to \Ote on the .question of consideration of any bill 
told, and as they were told the only time I ever saw elirnina· on the calendar that a committee chooses to bring forward. 
tion attempted, that there would be plenty of time later on to That is the purpose of my proposed rule for calendar Tue day, 
reach the desired measure. · which the gentleman has in his band. Under that nile the 
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House can not escape a vote o.:.t the consideration of any bill of bring up a bill should rise in his place and address the Speaker 
interest to the whole country which a committee calls up. and ask for consideration of the bill, without being compelled, 

Mr. OLMSTED. Your rule would compel them to vote on the as the rule now compels us to do, to go and beg the Speaker to 
merits and does not admit of any question of consideration let us rise and address him and bring the matter up? 
at all. l\Ir. G.ARD1'-i"ER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I believe 

l\Ir. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I do not preclude the ques- that a committee should have that right. I am not sure that I 
tion of consideration whic~ can always be raised in Committee believe that an individual Member should be permitted to throw 
of tbe Whole. a bomb of that sort. I fear, if that privilege were given to each 

Mr. OLl\ISTED. It can not be raised at all in Committee of of us individually, that it would be abused and that a great 
the Whole. ' many bills would be projected into this House out of pure 

l\Ir. WILLIAMS. If the gentleman from Massachusetts will malice-impracticable bills on liquor questions, for instance
pardon me, does he not think that the object which he wishes bills that llad no chance of becoming a law, but of such a 
to attain could be better attained by putting one more rule in nature that Members from close districts would find themselves 
our body of rules to this effect, that whenever a majority of in serious difficulty whether they voted "yea" or "nay." 
the membership of the House requests in writing that a given Therefore I am contending that this privilege should rest 
public bill shall be voted upon at a certain time, it shall be- with committees or with a responsible group, or, as the gentle
come, by virtue of the petition itself, the order of the day for man from Mississippi [Mr. 'Vn.LI.AMS] suggests, with a rna.: 
that day? There you have a majority of the House in favor of jority of Members on petition rather than with individuals. 
consideration, no doubt about the fact, and you merely make it Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Suppose a gentleman rises and 
the order of the day for the day designated, unless some other the Speaker recognizes him and puts the question this way, 
bill, by a similar proces , has been made the order of the day that if by viva voce vote the House agrees to take it UI>, then 
for that day. they shall take it up. I do not mean a record Yote. 

1\.Ir. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I have Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, the trouble 
given some thought to the suggestion of the gentleman from is that in most cases the Constitution provides for a yea-and
Mississippi, but the proposed rule for "Calendar Tuesday" nay vote, if demanded by a sufficient number. A yea-and-nay 
seems to me to meet the situation a little better. I am not pre- vote may always be demanded, except when we are acting 
pared to assert that the criticism of the gentleman from Pennsyl- in Committee of the Whole or when a second is sought on sus
vania [Mr. OLMSTED] is not correct as to the question of con- pension of the rules. 
sideration on days when we are discussing the Union Calendar, The Speaker of this House has a prerogati\""e which is given 
but my opinion is that he is mistaken. If he is in the right, to no presiding officer in Europe. He has the privilege of select
however, I shall be very glad to have the rule amended so as to ing committees. In every parliamentary body throughout 
permit the raising the question of consideration in Committee Europe, with the exception of the Bundesrat, the upper house of 
of the Whole. the German Parliament, and with the pos ible exception of 

As I have said, it may often be the case that a majority of the Russian and Turkish chambers-! have not been able to 
the House wishes to conceal its attitude. I am sorry to say get the rules of those two parliamentary bodies-committees 
that at times I, myself, have been in that state of mind. Like are chosen indirectly by the House itself. Usually the cham
e-reryone else, I have often been only too glad when bills were ber is, by lot, divided into sections or bureaus, and each section 
smothered and have been as ready as the next man to take ad- chooses its own member of each committee. 
vantage of any situation which could prevent the consideration . In the British House of Commons members of select commit
of some awkward measure. For all that, it is a great question tees are chosen either directly by the House or by a committee 
whether rules ought to be drawn in such a way as to protect of selection, while standing committees are exclusively chosen 
Members, like myself, who are timorous as to their individual in the latter way. The standing committees of the British 
fortunes. [Laughter a.nd applause.] House of Commons, however, ha\"e fimctions entirely different 

It is a great question whether rules should be drawn so that from those of our standing committees. In reality they are 
we can conceal our attitudes from our constituents. 'Ve are subdivisions of the committee of the whole. They consist of • 
not sent here to conceal our attitudes, but, when the appro- from 60 to 80 members, examine no witnesses, and are not sup
priate time comes, to reveal. them. As long as the rules are in posed, theoretically, to consider contentious measures. 
their present form; when it is to my interest to do so, I shall The military and marine committees of the Bundesrat are 
try to conceal my attitude just as much as any other Member named by the Emperor. Other committees of that body are 
in this House. I contend that after a measure of great public chosen in the usual continental way. 
importance has been thoroughly thrashed out in committee As a result of our system of choosing committees, we have 
and has been favorably reported to the House the time has come given our Speaker great legislative power in addition to the 
for Members to reveal their attitudes. judicial power which every Speaker ought to ha-re. In England 

I am perfectly aware that throughout the United States the speaker has even more judicial power than in the United 
there has been a great deal of unreasonable criticism of the States, for his decisions may not be overruled, neither need he 
present Speaker of the House of Representatives. I am well put a motion to close debate unless he sees tit. 1\Iany people 
aware that he is blamed for refusing to let down the bars in think that the time has come to separate the judicial from the 
order to admit legislation badly placed on the calendar. I am legislative powers of our Speaker; in other words, to take from 
well aware that in a certain sense that criticism is not always, him the right to appoint the committees. I have not definitely 
nor even usually, deserved. But the Speaker must take that made up my mind on that question, because I believe that there 
blame, because, under the present state of affairs, with his in- is a reform which stands out preeminent above it, a reform 
fiuence over the Committee on Rules and with the appointment which should be adopted at once, a reform of such a nature that 
of all committees in his hands, in reality the final responsibility any revision of the rules which does not include it is bound to 
rests with him. For example, I know very well that a measure be a failure. 
in which I -was interested a few years ago, a measure providing I believe that some definite time should be set apart when 
an educational test for immigrants into the United States, was nothing is in order except matters which are not at present 
very embarrassing to most of the Members. I know that the privileged under the rules. I think that the most imperative 
Speaker was doing nothing more than carrying out the will of reform which presses is the provision of a day when unprivi
a large majority of this House in not permitting the considera- leged measures and unprivileged measures only shall be in 
tion of that bill except under such conditions as precluded a order so long as any that a committee wishes to call up remain 
demand for a yea-and-nay vote on its significant clauses. I on the calendar. I am aware that such a rule as I propose 
appreciated the Speaker's difficulty, for I knew that many would violate our time-honored ideas as to the right of adjourn
Members, who otherwise would be glad to vote for that educa- ment and would seriously inflame various other parliamentary 
tional test, found themsel\"es between two fires in their own vermiform appendices inherited from the past. 
constituencies. As there was an election approaching, they I have not as yet heard anybody suggest that Members of 
feared defeat whichever way they voted. I question whether it this House should no longer have the right of criticism nor have 
is proper that the rules should be so drawn as to permit 1\Iem- I heard anybody suggest that they should not have the right 
bers, no matter how precarious their position, to avoid a yea- to defeat a bill. I have, however, often known the position to 
and-nay vote on so important a matter. be taken that the chief function of a Member of the House of 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Will the gentleman permit a Representatives ought to be to act as a component part of a sort 
question? I am listening with a great deal of pleasure to what of electoral college for the choice of Speaker, that the Speaker 
the gentleman has to say, but I want to ask this question to get so chosen as a representative of the majority should appoint a 
the matter clear in my mind. Is the gentleman's idea about small Committee on Rules, and that they, acting together, should 
the question of consideration this, that a Member wanting to decide on all legislation to be presented to the House. People 
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·who take that view are very fond of pointing to the situation in 
the British House of Commons. 

There is no question that the individual member of the House 
of Commons has even le s chance than the individual 1\Iember 
of this House to press a contentious bill, or, in fact, any bill, 
to a succe sful issue. Unless the treasury bench, which is the 
name usual1y given to the ministry, chooses to adopt the propo
sition of -a private member, or at all e-vents, places no obstacles 
in its way, it has no chance of becoming a law. Even if the 
treasury bench is indifferent, the bill of the private member 
usually fails to reach the final stages. .Members ballot for the 
opportunity to introduce bills. The time is limited for their in
troduction. I am told that when a momentous measure is ear
nestly sought by a large group, many members put down their 
names intending to present the same bill. In that way they ob
tain a greater chance for its consideration. I have not -as yet 
verified this information. 

It is this exclusive control by the treasury bench to whirh 
defenders of the speaker's transcendent power are wont to 
point. 

They entirely overlook the other side of the picture. While 
the treasury bench i:;; indeed all powerful, at the same time 
during every hour of the session, on penalty of resignation, it 
is responsible to the majority of the Honse. Unless in every 
respect the ministry satisfies that majority, resign it must. 
Whether they present a bill or oppose an amendment, if the 
matter is of the least importance the treasury bench must 
show a majority on pain of death. The consequence is that 
they are very, very careful indeed always to yield to the wishes 
of a majority of the House. 

On the other hand, our Committee on Rules is responsible 
but once in every two years, and then only indirectly, just as a 
Senator is responsible to the people only indirectly through the 
legislature. The House does not appoint the Committee on 
Rules. Its members may or may not be reappointed by the 
Speaker, but ·in any event at no time are they directly respon
sible to the House. 

Turning once more to the House of Commons, not only is the 
ministry responsible for every measure it brings forward, but 
it is likewise responsible for any omission from its legislative 
programme. Proceedings of each session of the Commons are 
opened by the King's speech, in which the legislation to bt3 
enacted is outlined. If any measure is omitted which a group 
of members believes should have been mentioned, an oppor
tunity presents itself when the time comes for the House to 
adopt its reply. The motion is made to amend the reply by 
advocating the measure which the Government did not see fit 
to include in the speech from the throne. Thereupon u vote is 
taken, and, if the ministry is defeated, if an important amend
ment is carried against it, resignation must follow. In fact, 
one of Lord Salisbury's ministries went down on just such 
an occasion. Since then no ministry has been bold enough to 
omit from its programme any measure which the people really 
desire to see enacted. Now, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
this morning--

Mr. KEIFER. 1\fr. Chairman, before the gentleman leaves 
that point I want to inquire if the gentleman will state what pro
portion of the business of the House of Commons was projected 
to the body by the ministry? 

:Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. All the important busf
nes . 

.Mr. KEIFER. Was it not a very large part of all the busi-
ness they do? · 

Mr. GARDNER of .Massachusetts. Substantially so. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania this morning told us of the 

great difficulty experienced in understanding British procedure. 
I think he called our attention to the fact that there are 96 
rules of the House of Commons, while we have but 45. That 
is h·ue. There are 96 rules, but then there are 62 clauses in 
one of our rules. I hold in my hand the standing orders relat
ing to public business in the House of Commons. There are 16 
pages of rules in this book in my hand, as against 35 pages 
of our manual occupied by the rules of the House of Repre
sentatives, to say nothing of the space taken up by Jefferson's 
Parliamentary Law. 

The CHAIRl\IAN. The time of the gentleman from 1\lassa
chusetts has expired. 

Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, how much more 
time does the gentleman from Massachusetts desire? 

l\1r. GARDNER of Massachusetts. The gentleman from Mas
sachusetts wishes to adjust himself to the probable desire of 
the House to hear from other speakers. 

Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. Does the gentleman know how 
much time he desires? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. The gentleman from Mas-

sachusetts thinks he may take twenty minutes more, but it is 
very hard for him to say. 

1\11'. GARDNER of Michigan. I suggest that the gentleman 
ha-ve thirty minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts is rec
ognized for thirty minutes. 

1\Ir. OLMSTED. Mr. Chairman, if I may interreupt the gen
tleman, the gentleman referred to 96 rules of the House of 
Commons pe1·taining to public business; I merely suggest that 
the total rules, including those relating to prtvate business, 
number 249. 

.1\lr .. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, private 
bills m England are generally matters affecting corporations or 
mrmicipalities. 1\Iuch of the work is accomplished by perma
nent officials before Parliament meets. There is practically a 
separate code of j)rivute-bill I•rocedure, but few members of the 
house need to concern themselves with it. Private bills relating 
to Scotland are considered in that part of the Kingdom. Pri
vate business such as we find on our Private Calendar is ex
ceedingly unusual. 

The gentleman made some observations as to the introduction 
of bills, holding that it is a much-restricted privilege in the 
House of Commons. To a certain extent that is true especially 
in the case of bills involving expenditure: But it is very hard 
to compare their system with ours. When a private member of 
the House of Commons wishes to introduce a bill he obtains, 
usually from the public-bill office, a blank form culled a 
u dummy." To this he affixes a short title, but nothing else. 
After obtaining leave he introduces it and the bill takes its first 
readingr Until shortly before the time comes for its second 
reading he can change the contents at will so long as the pro
visions inserted conform to the title and to any statement he 
may ha-ve made to the house. Our system is so different as to 
defy comparison. 

The gentleman also contended that in no case can extraneous 
matters be discussed when a bill is before the House of Com
mons for consideration. That also is true, but he did not point 
out that there exists a " motion to adjourn for tb.e purpose of 
discussing a definite matter of UI'gent public importance." This 
motion opens the way for the discussion of extraneous matters. 
There is also ample field for debate on every subject under the 
sun in the two or three weeks which are usually occupied in 
formulating the reply to the King's speech. 

If, later in the session, occasion arises for general debate, it 
takes place on that motion to "adjourn for the purpose of diS"
cnssing a definite matte1· of urgent public importance." When 
the mover finishes his remarks, as I understand it, he usually 
withdraws that motion. 

1\Ir. 0Ll\1Srr'ED. While it is pending he must discuss that par
ticular bill of urgent importance. 

Mr. GARDNER of :Massachusetts. I think the gentleman is 
mistaken. I do not understand that any bill need be before the 
House. 

.Mr. COCKRAN. I would like to ask the gentleman a ques
tion. I want to know if I understood him correctly. Did the 
gentleman state that on the debate in reply to the address it is 
usual to withdraw motions that are offered by members? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I did not mean to be so 
understood. I meant to say that it was usual to withdraw the 
motion to "adjourn for the purpose of discussing a definite 
matter of urgent public importance." 

If the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLMSTED] will give 
me his attention for a ·minute, I will read: 

Great latitude was formerly permitted 1n the discussion of motions to 
adjourn. 'l'aking advanta~e of this fact, it became the habit to · create 
nn opportunity for debatmg some matter that could not be brought 
forward iu the ordinary course of procedure by moving the adjourn
ment before the orders of the day had been taken up, and the object 
being merely debate, the motion was almost always withdrawn alter 
it had served its purpose. 

1\Ir. OLMSTED. · That says "formerly." 
1\Ir. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I think the same custom 

exists to-day, or an analogous one. I believe that opportuni
ties for making the motion are now more restlicted, and that 
the discussion may only take place at the evening session. 
· I hold in my hand the calendar of the House of Commons of 

·wednesday, May 13, 1908. It is the perfection of clearness 
when once explained, and the explanation takes but a few 
minutes. Members can see exactly what is coming up every 
day. They . can keep h·ack of measures. They can be oli 
hand for divisions whenever any are likely to take place. That 
is a reform, which I hope some day we may be able to adopt. · 

One word more. I ha-ve heard a good many criticisms 
of my suggestion that Republican Members, who feel that the 
rules should be changed, ought to take no part in the usual 
caucus held at the opening ot Congress. At all events, I feel 
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that we should leave the caucus before discussion of the rules 
begin. I have heard it said that such refusal to participate 
shows disloyalty to the party. I think not. In the first place, 
any man who votes in a caucus is bound by the result of that 
vote. He should, therefore, be very careful, indeed, to ascer
tain whether it is in truth a party matter on which he is asked 
to caucus. 

I wonder how gentlemen are to be persuaded that the adop
tion of rules at the beginning of Congress is a party measure? 
If the subject had been mentioned in our national platform, it 
might be different. Even so, I know pf no way to determine 
definitely whether this or that matter is or is not a party 
measure. I conceive, Mr. Chairman, that if the Republican 
national platform declares in favor of a particular proposition, 
.and if the President of the United States, supposing that he is 
a Republican, includes the matter in a message, and if, in re
sponse, the Sena.te passes the legislation desired, then when the 
bill comes over to the House I should hold it to be a party 
question. That is sound, is it not? I hear no remarks to the 
contrary. That very situation arose in the spring of 1906. 
Yet I saw one of the Republican members of the Committee on 
Rules act as teller in opposition, ·and I saw the Speaker of this 
,House pass at the head of the column between the tellers in 
opposition to the measure of which I speak. With the recollec
tion of that scene still fresh in my memory, I refuse to be 
alarmed at the cry of party disloyalty, and I await with 
eagerness a better definition than that which I have just 
given you as to what a party question may be. [Loud ap
pJause.] 

EXHIBIT A. 
Pt·oposeil neto r ·ule tor the House of Representatives. 

RULE XLVL 
CALE::\DAR TUESDAY. 

First. Except during the last six days of a session, or after the adop
tion by both Houses of Congrt!ss of a concurrent resolution for adjourn
ment sine die, each Tuesday that the House of Representatives is in 
'Session, whether or not it is reckoned in the Journal as Tuesday, shall 
be set apart as provided by this rule and shall be known as " Calendar 
Tuesday." 

Second. On Calendar Tuesday, except as provided in clauses 8 and 
9 of this rule, no business shall be in order except prayer by the Chap
lain, reading and approval of the Journal, business on the Calendar of 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state 'Of the Union, and busi
ness on the House Calendar : Provideil, That business clothed with 
privilege under clause 61, Rule XI, or under clause 9, Rule XIV, shall 
not be in order. 

Third. On the first Calendar Tuesday in each month preference shall 
be given to business on the House Calendar and on all other Calendar 
!l'uesdays in each month the Speaker shall leave his chair after appoint
ing a Chairman to preside, and the House shall resolve itself into a 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Fourth. On Calendar Tuesday the Speaker or the chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, as the case 
may be, shall call each standing committee in regular order, and then 
select committees, and ea ch COIDlllittee when named may call up for 
consideration any bill reported by it on a previous day and on the 
House Calendar or on the Calendar of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, as the case may be, but it shall not 
be in order for any committee to call up more than two bills before the 
other committees have been called in their turn. If the call of com
mittees shall not be complete before the HouBt! passes to other busi
ness, it shall be resumed at the point where discontinued, preference 
being given to the last measure under consideration. 

Fifth. On Calendar Tuesday no motion to adjourn, to take a recess, 
or that the Committee of the Whole House 'On the state of the Union 
do rise, shall be in order bef'Ore 4.45 p. m. unless all business in order 
und~r clause 4 of this rule has been disposed of. 

Sixth. On Calendar Tuesday in Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union, at any time after the ex:ipration of forty minutes 
devoted to the consideration of a measure, it shall be in order to move 
to close general debate and this motion shall be decided without debate. 

Seventh. On Calendar Tuesday, at 4.45 p. m., or earlier if the call 
of committees provided for in clause 4 of this rule has been com
pleted. the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 
if sitting, shall rise and the Chairman shall at once report its findings 
to the House . . Should adjournment intervene before the report is fully 
disposed of, it shall be in order for any Member to call it up for con
sideration under the same rules and under the same conditions that 
are prescribed for reports from the Committee on Rules in clause 61, 
Rule XI; but no motion for adjournment shall be entertained until the 
Chairman shall have made his report. 

Eighth. On Calendar Tue day, either in the House or in the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the s tate of the Union, at any time when no 
measure is under considerat ion, it shall be in order to move that further 
proceedings under this rule be suspended for the day ; but this motion 
may not be entertained when, in the opinion of the Speaker or Chair
man, its purpose is clearly dilatory. 

If two-thirds of the Member s voting take the affirmative, but not 
otherwise, proceedings under this rule shall be suspended for the day : 
Provided, That if at the time this motion prevails the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union is sitting, it shall immediately 
rise, the Chairman shall report its findings, and that report shall be 
fully disposed or before the vote for suspension becomes effective. 

Ninth. On the completion of all business in order under the fore
going clauses, this rule shall cease to be operative for the day, 

EXHIBIT B. 
Page 1. Private business. 
Page 3. Notices of motions (returns, etc .. ). 
Page 3. Questions for oral answer (76). · 
Page 14. At the commencement of public business. 

Page 14. Orders of the day. 
Page 14. Notices of motions relating to orders of the day. 
Page 16. Questions not for oral answer. -
Page 23. Public committees. 

A.T A QUART.ER PAST 8 O'CLOCK. 
Page 21. Notices of motions. 
Page 21. Orders of the day. 
Page 22. Notices of motions relating to orders of the day. 

Weilnesday, May 18, 1908. 
PRIVATE BUSINESS. 

CONSIDERATION OF LORDS' .A.ME:\"DllENTS-BILL WITH ll1.ENDME!'<TS. 
Derby g::tS bill. 

CONSIDE1l.ATION OF BILL ORDERED TO LIE UPON THE TABLE. 
Norwich Fire Insurance Society b1ll (Lords). 

PROVISIONAL ORDER BILLS. 
SECOND READINGS. 

Private legislation procedure (Scotland) act, 1899. 
1. Loch Leven water power order confirmation bill. 
2. Electric lighting provisional orders (No. 2) bill. (By order.) 

NOTICES OF PBESENTATIONS OF BILLS AT THE TIME OF PRIVATE BUSINESS. 
1. Mr. MASTER~. Local government provisional orders (No. 7). 

Bill to confirm certain provisional orders of the local government board 
relating to Abergavenny, Newport, Newton, Abbot, Stoc.){port, and 
Waterloo with Seaforth, and the Wirral joint hospital district. 

2. Mr. MASTERMAN. Local government provisional order (No. 8). 
Bill to confirm a provisional order of the local government board re· 
lating to Crewe. 

Wednesday, Mav 13, 1908. 
NOTICES OF MOTIONS (RETURNS, ETC.). 

. 1. Mr. WHITELEY. Port of London bill. That the select committee do 
consist of five members, to be joined with a like number of lords. 

That the following be members of the committee : l't;{r. Ashley, Sir 
William Bull, Mr. Russell Rea, Sir Albert Spicer, and Mr. Archibald 
Williamson. 

That all petitions against the bill presented on or before the 25th 
day of May, 1908, be referred to the committee ; that the petitioners 
praying to be heard by themselves, their counsel, agents, or witnesses 
be heard against the bill, and counsel heard in support of the bill. 

That the committee have power to Bt!nd for: persons, papers, and rec
ords. 

That three be the quorum. 
2. Mr. WIDTELEY. Police forces (weekly rest day). That .a select 

committee be appointed to inquire and report whether, having regar-d 
to the conditions of service in police forces in the United Kingdom, it 
is desirable that provision should be made, by legislation or ot:llerwise, 
for granting to every constable one full day olf duty in seven ; what, 
if any, alterations in the conditions of service and police administra
tion should accompany this change; what would be the cost, and how 
it should be borne so as not to increase the charge on imperial funds : 

That Mr. Armitage, Mr. Cochrane, Mr. Charles Duncan, Mr. Hedges, 
Mr. Herbert Lewis, Colonel Lockwood, Mr. Nannetti, Mr. W. E. B. 
Priestley, and Mr. Rogers be members of the committee. 

That the committee have power to send for persons, papers, and 
records. ' 

That three be the quorum. 

QUESTIONS FOR ORAL ANSWER. 
• 1. Captain CRAIG. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieu· 

tenant of Ireland whether he is aware that cattle drives took place on 
Sunday, the 3d May last, from the farm of Mr. Robert Blake, Bally· 
glunin Park, Tuam, from the grass farms of Moyne, belonging to Mr. 
R. W. Waithman, and of Mullaghmore, owned by Mr. O'Rorke, as well 
as from other farms in the neighborhood; whether numerous droves of 
horses, cattle, and sheep were found on the road from Tuam to Moy· 
lough, making it almost impassable for vehicular traffic, on Monday 
morning, the 4th May, from the farm of Mr. 0. C. Donelan, Sylane, 
near Tuam, on the same date from the lands of Southill, Mitchels
town, and Robinstown, Delvin district of county Wes tmeath, when 200 
head were driven, and on Tuesday, the 5th May, from Gralla farm, 
near Loughrea ; how many arrests were made in each case, and can 
the police attribute any motives for the outrages; whether he can make 
a statement as to what steps, if any, the Government intend to take 
to meet the very grave state of affairs which at prt!sent exists, and 
whether he will lay the whole facts before the cabinet, with a view to 
bringing into force the crimes act. 

• 2. Captain CRAIG. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieu
tenant of Ireland whether he is aware that Mr. Peter O'Ryan's stables, 
Garrowreagh, near Elphin, county Roscommon, were burned to the 
ground on Sunday, 3d May last ; whether the police reports attribute 
the outbreak to incendiarism ; and, if so, can they give any reason for 
the outrage. 

• 3. Captain CRAIG. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieuten
ant of Ireland whether he is aware that an extensive cattle drive took 
place on Sunday morning, 3d May last, at Knockalaghla, near Ballin
tubber, 5 miles from Castlerea, county Roscommon; can he sta te how 
far from the farm the cattle were when discovered by the police and in 
what condition; can the police attribute any reason for the outrage, 
and how many arrests have been made. 

• 4. Mr. Bor.AND. To ru;k the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether his attention has been called to the actual terms of 
the purchase agreement entered into between the late Mr. J. w. Leahy 
and his Aghatubrid estate tenants on 8th January, 1907 ; whether he 
is aware that the tenants have fulfilled their side of the agreement, 
but that since the death of Mr. Leahy all efforts to have the purchase 
agreement carried into effect have been blocked by the new agent of 
the estate; can he state how many communications have passed be
tween the agent and the estates commissioners on the subject of the 
completion of the sale; and whether, in view of the fact that by the 
terms of the agreement the fixing of the purchase price was left uncon
ditionally in the hands of the estates commissioners, he will now state 
what further steps will be taken by the estates commissioners. 

* 5. Mr. BoLAND. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether lle can now state what answer has been received by 
the estates commissioners from the agent of the estate of the late Mr. 
J. W. Leahy, at Aghatubrid, near Cahirciveen, with reference to the 
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purchase negotiations; whether the terms of the agreement signed by 
the late Mr. Leahy and the honorable member for South Kerry, acting 
on behalf of the tenants, will now be carried into effect by Mr. Leahy's 
representatives, and what steps have been taken by the estates com
missioners since this house adjourned for the Easter recess. 

• G. Mr. MAcNEILL. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether he is aware that in calculating the percentages of 
illiteracy in Ireland, officially given to the public in every census re
port, every child of 5 years old and upward is counted as an illiterate 
if unable to read and write, and that this age limit, adopted on the 
authority of the census commissioners of 1841, bas been continued in 
every census since that time; why, having regard to the fact that ac
cording to the compulsory clauses of the Irish education act of 1892 
6 years is the age at which children are bound to attend school, is 
every child who happens to be 5 years old on the day of the census 
entered as illiterate if unable to read and write; and whether, in;:;s· 
much as this age limit for illiteracy is calculated to convey an en·one
ous impression, the census commissioners will be directed in their next 
census report to adopt 10 years as the limit of age for illiteracy, or, 
i! it be judged de&irable to keep, for the purposes of comparison with 
former census returns, the percentage of illiteracy on the old lines of 
5 years old and upward, will directions be given to the census commis
sioners to furnish a new column giving the percentage of illiteracy on 
a new basis of counting only the population 10 years of age and up
ward. 

* 7. Mr. MACNEILL. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether he is aware that since 1841 the percentages of 

· illiteracy in Ireland have been officially given to the public in every 
census report, but that no corresponding percentages of illiteracy have 
been published by the census commissioners of England and Scotland; 

. why, having regard to the desirability of an official record of the state 
of education in Ireland as regards illiteracy, bas a similar information 
of the state of education in England and Scotland as regards illiteracy 
been withheld from the public; and what is the reason that the favor 
extended to Ireland in having an official record of illiteracy is not con
ferred on England and Scotland. 

* 8. Captain CRAIG. To ask the chief secretary- to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether the cost of car hire for conveying extra police to 
and fro in connection with cattle driving and other agrarian outrages 

r is charged to the county concerned ; and, if so, what bas been the 
charge under this head for the various disturbed counties during Janu
ary, February, March, and April of this year, respectively. 

* 9. Captain CRAIG. To ask the chief secretary 1;o the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether any instructions have been issued by the executive 
to the effect that in cases of cattle driving and other agrarian offenses 
where arrests are made, that the prisoners are only to be bound over 

. to keep the peace and not be more severely dealt with, pending the 
passage through this house of the Irish universities bill ; and whether 
be will now adopt more stringent methods to vindicate the law in 
Ireland and secure the lives and property of law-abiding persons. 

* 10. Mr. LoNSDALE. 'ro ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether be bas information r especting a shooting outrage 
at the bouse of a farmer at Ratbcanning, near Midletown, county 
Cork, on the 4th instant; and whether any arrests have been made in 
connection with the occurrence. 

* 11. Mr. BOLAND. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether his attention has been called to the published corre
spondence which has passed between the president of St. Patrick's 
Training College Drumcondra, and the Irish registrar-general with ref
erence to the returns for illiteracy in the census; and whether, in view 

. of the fact that no records of illiteracy are included in the reports of 
the English a.nd Scotch education departments, be will take into con

. sideration the advisability of changing the age limit from 5 to 10 
years, in order to secure greater accuracy ·and to prevent the inclusion, 
as illiterates, of children who are not compelled to attend school until 

. they have reached the age of 6 years. 
* 12. Mr. JoHN REDMOND. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieu

tenant of Ireland whether he will lay upon the table the correspondence 
that passed between the commissioners of Kingstown Ha1·bor and the 
London and Northwestern Railway ·company on the question of the 

·dues to be paid by the latter for the use of Carlisle pier. 
* 13. Mr. THOMAS O'DONNELL. To ask the chief secretary to the lord 

lieutenant of Ireland whether he is aware that the laborers' cottage 
inquiry finished in Killarney on the 17th January, 1908, and the in

.spector;s report was due on the 17th February, but that the same bas 
not been received yet, which means that the cottages can not be built 
this :rear, as, when the report comes down, there is a month for appeal, 
and between the arbitration and the three weeks' notice of sitting, that 
would take till the 1st of September, and a contractor can not be 
got to do the work in the winter; and whether steps will be taken to 
have the inspector's r eport sent on at once. 

* 14. Mr. LONSDALE. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether be has received a report of the riotous proceedings 
at Lougbrea on Friday last; bow many times bad the police to charge 
the crowd with batons ; and what was the cause of these disturbances. 

* 15. 1\!r. LONSDALE. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether be has received particulars of an assault committed 
by a crowd of men upon a farmer named Nolan and his two boys near 
Ballinasloe; whether be is aware of the reason for this attack; whether 
any policemen were present; and how were they treated by the crowd. 

* 16. Mr. LONSDAL.E. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether he will state bow many acres of grazing land have 
been purchased by the estates commissioners during the past fifteen 
months for division among the applicants for small holdings; in bow 
many cases had cattle been driven off these lands; and how many per
sons who have shared in the division of the lands are known to have 
taken an active part in cattle driving. 

* 17. Mr. LONSDALE. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether be is aware that 16 men, charged at Tuam with 

. having driven the cattle of Patrick Newell off his farm at Woodquay, 
admitted the offense; whether these men were in negotiation for the 
sale of this farm ; and whether, in accordance with the pledge that per
sons who have taken part in cattle driving will not be permitted to 
share in the distribution of lands, he will draw the attention of the 
estates commissioners to the fact that these men are disqualified. 

* 18. Mr. CHARLES MACVEIGH. To ask the chief secretary to the 
lord lieutenant of Ireland whether the attention of the local govern
ment board has been called to the application of J"ames Deveney, of 
Lismonaghan, Letterkenny Union, county Donegal, Ireland, and for 
whom the rural district council selected a site for a laborer's cottage 
on the farm of Robert Wylie, of Carrygauley, which site was visited 
and approved by the local government board inspector during an in
quiry held in Letterkenny in November, 1907 ; whether be is aware that 
the farmer, Wylie, brought an action against Deveney at quarter ses-

sions, which was defended by the rural council, and Judge Cook gave 
Devene~ the sit~ by giving judgment in his favor; if he can state why 
!he arb1trator, m the face of the approval of the inspector and the 
JUdgm~nt of 1;he court, has failed or refused to give the site to Deveney; 
and w11I he direct that steps be taken to provide a cottage for this man. 

* 1~. Mr. JEREMIAH MACV'EAGH. To ask the chief secretary to the 
lord lieutenant of Ireland whether he can say if any complaints have 
reached the police as to the i~jury to trees on a plantation at Finvoy, 
near Ballymoney, county Antnm ; whether he can state the names and 
addresses of the landlord and of the lessee ; and whether notice has 
been given of any claim for com pen sa tion. 

· * 20. Captain CRAIG. To ask the chief secretary to Uie lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether he is aware that, on Monday, 4th May last, a cattle 
drive took place off a farm grazed by Mr. T. Lynskey, of Ballytrasna, 
Tuam, county Galway, and off Balreagh farm, between Elphin and 
Carrick-on-Shannon; what arrests have been made; and what sentences 
if any, have been passed on the perpetrators of these outrages. ' 

* 21. Captain CRAiG. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether be is aware that a cattle drive took place off Mr. 
McClintock's farm, Riverstown, -County Leitrim on Sunday May 3 last 
and off a farm in the neighborhood of Bobs, Tulsk, on the same day, and 
off the farm of Mr. John Macnamara, of Gort, Coxtown, on Monday, May 
4, and off the farm of M1·. Flynn, of Caroreagb, near Balliaasloe, County 
Roscommon, and off the farm of Mr. Dolan, in the same district and on 
the same date; and what arrests have been made. 

'~ 22.- Captain CRAIG. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether he is aware that the dwelling house of a farmer 
named Wi.lliam Colbert, of Rathcanni.ng, near Midletown, County Cork, 
was fired mto on Tuesday, May 5 .last; whether the police evidence goes 
to show that injury was intended to the sleeping inmates or whether 
the direction of the shot merely indicates an intention to intimidate ·; 
and what steps have been taken to bring the perpetrators to justice. 

* 23. Mr. VINCENT KENNEDY. To ask the chief secretary to the lord 
lieutenant of Ireland if he will say whether the Enniskillen No 2 rural 
district council has yet lodged a scheme under the ·laborers' (Ireland) 
act, 1906; and if so, bow many cottages and extra allotments does it 
propose to deal with ; and when will the inquiry be held. 

* 24. Mr. JoYCE. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant of 
Ireland whether, where fishermen have held a several fishery under lease 
for a long term of years, and where such lease has expired, still held a 
tenancy from year to year, and where such tenancies ba~ even been • 
held for over one hundred years facilities will be given to such fisher
men who may so desire to purchase those. fisheries, under the land act 
of 1903, as if they were estates within the meanin~?: of the act. 

0 25. Mr. O'SHEE. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant of 
Ireland whether the estates commissioners have an application from 
Edward Coleman, an evicted tenant of the Grant estate, County Water
ford, for reinstatement on their files; bow long have they had the 
application; whether he is aware that Mr. Coleman bas died since the 
application was lodged, and that his children are still awaiting restora
tion to his former holding ; whether the same is in the possession of 
the owner; and what steps have been taken to acquire the lands in order 
to reinstate them. 

* 26. Mr. LARDNER. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
Ireland whether the estates commissioners have received an application 
fo\' reinstatement from John Greenan, of . Cladowen, an evicted tenant 
on the Wall estate, County Monaghan; and if so, the date on which it 
was received, and if the commissioners have considered the application; 
and has an inspector been sent to visit the holding from which John 
Greenan was evicted. 

* 27. Mr. BOTTOMLEY. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
of Ireland whether he can state the number of arrests for drunkenness 
on Sunday last in Dublin and Belfast, respectively . 

• 28. Mr. HAzLETON. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieutenant 
o~ Ireland whether he will state the average marks obtained on the spe
Cial papers set in algebra at the Irish intermediate examinations in 
June, 1907 ; whether a number of honor men, prize men, exhibitioners, 
and at least one medalist taking algebra as a main subject failed to 
score a single mark on the special algebra paper ; and whether, in view 
of the provisions of the intermediate act, intended to encourage the 
study of mathematics in intermediate schools, he proposes to take any, 
and if any, what action in the matter. 

* 29. Mr. CouRTHOPE. To ask the under secretary for the colonies what 
grants are made by colonial governments to rifle associations and other 
organizations for the encouragement of rifie shooting. 

* 30. Mr. SUMMERBELL. To ask the under secretary of state for the colo
nies it he can state the cost to the colony of Trinidad of prosecutions of 
East Indian indentured immigrants in cases of felony and murders for 
the years 1905, 1906, 1907, 1908; and also the number of such immi
grants convicted and acquitted for the same period. 

* 31. Mr. SUMMERBELL. To ask the under secretary of state for the colo
nies if be can state the exact quantity of sugar on which duty has been 
paid by sugar planters of T1·inidad employing indentured East Indian 
immigrants toward the reimbursement of expenses fo r their collection 
and introduction during ~he years 1905, 1906, and '1907; the exact 
quantity of cane cultivated by cane farmers and sold during these years 
to sugar factories in which such immigrants are employed; and whether 
separate accounts are kept in such factories of the quantity of sugar 
manufactured and exported, and an accoant given to the local govern· 
ment of such portion in which indentured labor is not employed. 

• 32. Mr. SUl\11\IERBELL. To ask the under secretary of state for the colo
nies if he has received from the annual assembly of the Jamaica Baptist 
Union a communication protesting against the continued introduction of 
East Indian indentured coolies into Jamaica, and pointing out that the 
laboring and small settler classes, who contribute the bulk of the reve
nue of the colony, are unable to obtain regular and paying employment 
on the sugar estates and fruit plantations, and are therefore under the 
necessity of emigrating to Central America and other places to seek 
work, and that thereby a l$r eat injustice is done to these classes and 
the island generally in taxmg them to introduce East Indians to com
pete with the superabundant labor market of the country; and if so 
can he state whether it is the intention of the Government to restrict 
the introduction of such coolies, and to place the entire cost of the 
same on the planters requiring such labor. 

* 33. Sir GILBERT PARKER. To ask the under secretary of state for the 
colonies what is the record of set·vice of Dr. C. Lane Sansom in the 
Transvaal ; what positions has he held during the last seven ~-ears; 
what pension or compensation bas been granted him; tnd whether em
ployment will be found for him in the colonial ~ervice or in some 
department of state in this country. 

* 34. Sir GILBERT PARKER. To ask the under secretar-y of state for the 
colonies whether anyone has been appointed to take the position of su
perintendent or controller of the native health department for the Trans
vaal, :from which Dr. C. Lane Sansom was lately retrenched; and 
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wh<:!ther, in view of the results produced by Doctor Sansom in re~ucing 
native mortality and in bettering the condition of the natives m _the 
mines, this Government is satisfied that the abolition of his appomt
ment made upon grounds of economy, is in the best interests of that 
nativ'e population for whose well-being, under the constitution of the 
Transvaal, it is directly responsible. 

* 35. Mr. HAROLD Cox. To ask the under secretary of state for the colo
nies whether his attention has been drawn to the Transvaal Government 
Gazette extraordinary of the 30th of l\Iarch, 1908, containing the draft 
of the new gold law of that colony, and particularly to sections 127 and 
128; and whether the effect of the proposed new law will be · to deprive 
colored persons, including British Indians, of the right they now pos

.s ss to trade and reside in the mining districts of Johannesburg, Box
burg, and Krugersdorp, and compel them to remove for both trade and 
residence into compounds, locations, or bazaars. 

• 36. Mr. Cou:RTHOPE. To ask the president of the board of educa
tion when the notice under section 8 of the education act, 1902, was 
given in respect of the proposed council school at Llandafl', and 
·what were its terms; whether the proposed school is to be provided 
on the ground that it is necessary; and if so, why a grant is being 
made toward it from the £100,000 voted for new schools last year. 

* 37. Sir GEORGE WHITE. To ask the president of the board of educa
tion whether he will publish, uniform with the list of public ele
mentary schools in single-school parishes [ Cd... 3990), a list of schools 
in parishes where there is only one public elementary school availabl& 
for boys, or for girls, or for infants, but which are not single-school 
parishes as defined by section 3 of the elementary education (England 
and Wales) bill, 1908, because the departments for boys, girls, or 
infants are in separate buildings and are recognized by the board of 
education as separ·ate schools. 

• 3 . Sir GEORGE WHITE. To ask the president of the board of educa
tion whether he will publish, in continuation of the list of public ele
mentary schools in single-school parishes [Cd. 3990], a similar list of 
schools which would be in single-school parishes as defined by section 
;{ of the . elementary education (England and Wales) bill, 1908, but 
for the fact that the parish is an urban district or municipal borough, 
and therefere technically is not a rural parish as mentioned in that 
section. 

• 39. Mr. T. F. RICHARDS. To ask the president of the board of educa
tion whether he has any control over the methods of punishment 
adopted at Queen Mary's Grammar Scoool Walsall ; whether he is 
aware that one form of punishment is flogging; and seeing that this 
form of punishment is prohibited in the army and navy and is only 
allowed in His Majesty's prisons, and that then the infliction is ad
ministered to criminals, he proposes to take steps to secure more 
'humane methods by those re ponsible for the above school. 

• 40. Mr. CLYNES. To u.sk the postmaster-general if he ls aware 
that men are employed in connection with the new sorting warehouse, 
Newton street, Manchester, doing the work of concretors at 6~d. and 
less per hour; whether the rules of the master builders' association 
in the district provide for the payment of 8d. per hour for such work 
as the men named are engaged on ; and if so, can some step be taken 
to bring the contractor within the scope of the fair-contraets regula
tions and secure for the workmen the recognized rates of pay. 

.. * 41. :Mr. COURTHOPE. To ask the first lord of the Admiralty whether 
any or all of the contracts for the supply of Portland cement to the 
Admiralty this year have yet been completed ; whether all the firms 
and companies which have supplied cement to the Admiralty during 
recent years wen~ invited to tender ; if not, for what reason the 
omissions were made ; and whether such firms or companies will be 
allowed to tender before the contracts are completed. 

"' 42. l\Iajor ANS'l'RUTHER-GRAY. To ask the fit·st lord of the Ad
miralty whether he can now state if Scotch or foreign granite is to 
be used for Rosyth docks. 

* 43. 1\lr. TIMOTHY DAVIES. To ask the first lord of the Admiralty 
what was the annual cost during the three years ended 31st Uarch, 
1908, of keeping the harbor and breakwater of Alderney in serviceable 
condition and repair; and what use is made of the harbor by the 
vessels of His Majesty's navy. 

.;. 44. 1\lr. VINCl!l~T KENNEDY. To ask the first lord of the Admiralty 
if he will say whether the number of accidents to ships and other 
craft of war during maneuvers is on the increase, and what are the 
eauses alleged; will he state what is the total Admiralty loss in men 
and money due to accidents during maneuvers and generally for the 
past seven years. 

• 45. l\fr. BoTTOMLEY. To ask the prime minister whether the public 
trustee is still a director of any public company. · 

• 46. Mr. NIELD . . 'I~ ask the first lord of the Admiralty whether 
the coast-guard stations in Scotland have an average coast line. of 
10 miles to look after, and that several of such stations are and 
have for two years past been 50 per cent short of their proper com
plement; and whether he will take steps to bring up these stations 
to their proper strength without delay. 

>~< 47. Mr. NIELD. To ask the first lord of the Admiralty what coast
guard stations there are in the United Kingdom, excluding detach
ments, whose complements have been reduced by 33 per cent or more, 
either temporarily or permanently, with the names of each class, 
respectively; and whether it is in the contemplation of the Admiralty 
at some future date, and approximately . how soon, to have. these 
stations filled up to their propet· complements. 

* 48. Mr. NIELD. To ask the first lord of the Admiralty when the 
respective coast-guard stations, excluding detachments whose comple
ments have been reduced by 33 per cent and upward, were so r educed, 
respectively ; and whether, in the opinion of the Board of Admiralty, 
the continuance of these stations in their present state of reduced 
numbers is compatible with the efficient performance of the many 
important and arduous duties which devolve upon the service. 

* 49. Mr. WATT. To ask the secretary for Scotland whether his 
attention has been called to an epidemic of typhoid fever in Kelvinside, 
Glasgow; whether this outbreak has been traced to the selling of 
milk from a farm where there was a typhoid patient; at what date 
did his department or the local authority become aware of these 
facts; on what date was the first action taken to stop the sale of 
milk from that farm; and whether, in view of the number of oeaths 
that have resulted, he will issue instructions which will in future 
prevent delays between the knowledge of the facts and the action 
r esulting from them. 

* 50. Mr. BOTTOMLEY. To ask the secretary for Scotland whether be 
can state the number of arrests for drunkenness on Sunday last in 
tlle cities of Glasgow and Edinburgh, respectively. 

* 51. Mr. BoWEnau ..... ~. To ask the president of the board of trade 
whether his attention has been called to the fact that in 1907 93,410 
less cattle than in 1905 were imported for slaughter into Great Britain 
from North America, and 20,824 less during the four months ended 

30th April, 1908, compared with the same period in 1907; whether 
he is aware that consequently the supply of hides and offals of freshly 
slaughtered animals used as raw material in many manufactures has 
very seriously decreased to the detriment of British h·ade, to the 
loss of work and wages of thousands of Bl'itish workmen, and to the 
rise in prices to the consumer of all commodities affected ; and whether 
he will cause inquiry to be made into the remedies for increasing the 
supply of hides, offals, and freshly killed meat of imported foreign ani
mals, with especial reference to the plan for establishing a foreign 
animals wharf and abattoir in the island of Alderney, and to the 
advisability of relaxing; the restrictions now placed on the landing 
at the foreign animals whaL"ves at Deptford and Birkenhead of all 
animals except those from North America. 

*52. Mr. ILu!OL() Cox. To ask the president of the board of trade 
whether he can give the house any information with regard to the 
t·eductions about to be made in the Danish tarifl'; and whether he 
will issue a memorandum comparing the duties levied on important 
articles of British manufacture by Denmark under the new tariff with 
the duties levied upon British goods of the same class by Canada, 
Australia, and New Zealand. 

*53. Mr. SEAVERNS. To ask the president of the board of trade if he 
is aware that in the debate on the second reading of the port of London 
bill no expression of views was given by those representing importers, 
exporters, and manufacturers, upon whom the entire financial burden 
of improving the port is to fall ; whether he will see that these inter
ests are represented upon the joint committee appointed to consider 
the bill ; and whether he will consider the advisability of placing a 
portion of the burden upon other interests which are equally to profit 
by the improvement of the port. 

*54. M.r. HAVELOCK WILso~. To ask the president of the board of 
trade whether be will cause instructions to be issued to the officers of 
the board of trade to prevent Chinese boarding-house keepers from 
having access to the board of trade premises for the purpose of sup
plying crews of Chinamen to British ships; whether be is aware that it 
has been the practice for many years to prevent British seamen and 
others from using the waiting rooms of mercantile marine offices un
less they can produce certificates of discharges to prove that they are 
bona fide seamen ; and whether he will cause this rule to be stringently 
applied to Chinamen in the same manner that it is applied to other 
seamen. · 

*55. Mr. HAVELOCK WILSON. To ask the president of the board of 
trade whether his attention has been called to the excitement which pre
vailed amongst British seamen at the mercantile marine office, Poplar, 
on Saturday and Sunday, in consequence of the owners of the steam
ships Zambesi and Strathness endeavoring to ship crews of Chinamen ; 
whether he is aware that the Chinamen in question were unable to 
pass the language test, as required by the merchant shipping act ; 
whether it bas been brought to hi"l notice that when Chinese crews are 
being signed on duly qualified and independent interpreters are not 
provided by the owners; whether he is aware that these crews are 
being found by well-known Chinese crimps, and what action, if ,.,.oz..:,t, 
does the board of trade intend to take to put an end to these r-r::..;uces. 

* 56. Mr. BowEint.A.--... To ask the honorable member fa• "'. nth Som
erset, as representing the president of the board of agr· dcure, whether 
his attention has been called to the report of the markets' committee 
of the corporatiGn of the city of London, in which it. is stated that 
fewer live cattle are coming from Canada and the Unitei States, caus
ing a reduction in the quantity of freshly killed meat, \ hich is made 
up by increased importations of preserved and frozen products, and 
lessening the circulation of wages in the meat-producing and kindred 
industries; and whether he will cause independent inquiry to be made 
as to relaxing the regulations of the board with regard to the Iandin~ 
of animals for slaughter in Great Britain, and as to other methods of 
increasing, with due regard to the safety of native flocks and herds, the 
supply of freshly killed meat to British markets. 

*57. Mr. McHUGH. To ask Mr. Attorney-General for Ireland whether 
the bill promised in relation to committals for contempt of court has 
been drafted ; and can he say when it will be introduced. . 

* 58. Mr. LONSDALE. To ask the vice-president of the department of 
agriculture (Ireland) whether he can name the counties in Ulster in 
which it is intended to install new agricultural schools and experimen
tal farms . 

* 59. Viscount CASTLEREAGH. To ask Ur- Attorney-General whether 
he is aware that the bearing of several cases in the cha!lcery division 
of the high court in which he is made a party has had to be postponed 
indefinitely owing to the delay in the appointment of a junior counsel 
to the treasury in chancery matters, and when the vacancy is likely 
to be filled. . 

* 60. Mr. PATRICK O'BRIEN. To ask the secretary to the treasury 
whether any public announcement was made of the resignation of the 
late treasury remembrancer for Ireland, and if so, when, where, and 
how was it announced; what was the date of the resignation and the 
date of the appointment of Mr. Newby to the vacancy ; if no public 
announcement was made of the vacancy, what opportunity bad Irish
men to apply for the position; whether be will inquire if this may be 
the reason why no Irishman applied, and will he see that in future 
such vacancies are duly announced and reasonable time afforded for 
Irishmen to apply. . . 

* 61. Mr. CHARLF~'3 RoBERTS. To ask the secretary to the treasury if 
he will state the average number of hundredweights of sugar and its 
equivale:Its used in brewing for the last three years for which the fig
ures exist, and the annual sum which on this average the brewing trade 
stands t.o gain by the reduction of the sugar duty proposed in the 
budget. 

* 62. Mr. MuLooo~. To ask the secretary to the treasury what was 
the date of the retirement of Mr. Holmes, lately treasury remem
brancer for Ireland, and on what date was his resignation accepted; 
what was the ·date of the appointment of his successor and whether any 
person responsible for the government of Ireland was consulted be
fore the present remembrancer was appointed, and, if so, what person. 

* 63. Mr. VINCE~T KENNEDY. To ask the secretary of state for the 
home department if he wrn ·say whether the Police Gazette contains a 
list of firms which have been connected with fraudulent transactions 
or are specially noted in the Gazette for exceptional police attention; 
and will he supply a list of the names and location of these firms? 

* 64. Mr. HAVELOCK WILSON. To ask the secretary of state for the 
home department whether he has received any report from the police 
authorities with regard tQ the disturbances which have occurred at 
the mercantile marine office, Poplar, in consequence of the contemplated 
engagement of crews of Chinamen for the steamships Zambesi and 
Stt·atlmess; if he can state the number of inspectors and policemen . 
who were. on duty in this connection; whether he is aware that the 
police prevented British seamen from having access to the waiting 
room of the mercantile marine office, whilst the Chinamen were freely 
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admitted, and whether he can state who gave the police instructions to 
prevent British sailors from using this waiting-room. -

• 6:>. Mr. BoTTOMLEY. To ask the secretary of state for the home de
partment whether be can stat e the number of arrests for drunkenness 
on Sunday last in London, Swansea, and Cardiff, respectively. 

• 66. Mr. GEORGE GIBBS. To ask 1\lr. Chancellor of the Exchequer 
whether, :i:n view of the fact that many merchants have heavy stocks of 
sugar on which duty has already been paid, he can extend the time 
to June 1. 

• 67. Mr. JOYNSON-HICKS. To ask Mr. Chancellor of the Exchequer 
if his attention has been drawn to the hardships which will be in
curred by many traders in sugar owing to his proposal that rebate on 
duty-paid stocks of sugar unsold on the 18th instant will not be al
lowed; if he is aware that in consequence of insufficient accommoda
tion for bonding duties have already been paid on large quantities of 
sugar which otherwise would have remained in bond; whether, under 
the circumstances, he can prolong the period of ten days, or else allow 
a drawback upon stocks held on the 18th of this month, and whet her 
he would be prepar ed to receive representations on the subject from 
the traders affect ed. 

• 68. 1\Ir. LEVERTON HA.R1us. To ask 1\Ir. Chancellor of the Ex
chequer whether a person who is in receipt of an annuity or pension 
from a fl'iendly society or insuran~e company which will bfi!Jg l?P h.is 
total income to over £2G a year will be excluded from part1c1patrng rn 
the proposed scheme of old-ag'e pensions. 

• 6V. Mr. DUNDAS WHITE. To ask the undersecretary of state for 
India whether he will consider the advisability of maintaining the 
rioohts of general use in any Indian garrison church which has been 
recentl:v consecrated merely by permission of the Indian government 
and without any undertaking as to its future use, unless and until 
those who claim the P.xclusive use of that church have established that 
claim in the courts of law. 

• 70. 1\Ir. DGNDas WHITE. •.ro ask the undersecretary of state for 
India whether, in view of recent events, he will now take the opinion 
of the law officers of the Crown, or of any independent counsel of suit
able standing, as to whether the ecclesiastical law of En~~and as to the 
effects of consecrating chnrches applies in British Inaia, and as to 
whether, according to the law of British India, the fact that a govern
ment church has been consecrated with the permission of the govern
ment confers the exclusive right to use it for Anglican services, plac
ing before Parliament these opinions and the reasons on which they 
are based. 

• 71. 1\Ir. Dm mAs WHITE. To ask the undersecretary of state for 
India how many Indian government churches have been consecrated 
since January 1, 1901, stating in each case the place of the church, 
the date of the consecL·ation, whether that consecration was effected at 
the request or merely with the permission of the Indian government, 
and in view of the reference to private subscriptions in the recent 
memorandum, whether private subscriptions for the building or mainte
nance of the church had been asked from and received from Presby
t erians and other non-Anglicans, and whether in the applications for 
t: - ~~ subscriptions it was stated that the church was to be used ex
clusl •~ for Anglican services. 

• 72. BYLES. To ask the secretary of state for war whether his 
attention has .:..~en called to a public lecture lately delivered in New
castle by Lieutenant-Colonel Baden-Powell of an alarmist character 
and couched in language likely to be offensive to a friendly power, and 
whether he -will do anything to restrain such utterances by senior 
officers in His Majesty's army. 

• 73. Mr. CECIL HARMSWORTH. To ask the secretary of state for 
war if he is now in a position to say what aciton, if any, is proposed 
to be taken by the war office to relieve George Ravenhill, V- C., who is, 
or was recently, an inmate of Erdington workhouse, of the necessity 
of taking advantage of public charity. 

• 74. 1\Ir. BoWLES. To ask the secretary of state for war if he will 
state of how many persons the army council consists, what is the 
official designation of each or its members, and how many of its mem
bers are soldiers and how many civilians. 

• 75. Mr. BowLES. To ask the secretary of state for war whether he 
can state, in case a difference of opinion arises among the members of 
the army council as to any matter of military policy or administration, 
how the decision of the council on that matter is arrived at; is it 
ascertained by a vote of the majority of all its members, by a vote of 
the majority of the members present, or how otherwise ; and, if by vote 
how many votes are allotted to the secretary of state, and how many 
to each of his fellow-members. 

• 76. Lord BALCARRES. To ask the secretary of state for war what 
weight of cordite known to contain mercuric chloride has been issued 
by his department to the troops during the last twelve months. 

AT THE COMMENCEMENT OF PUBLIC BUSINESS. 
NOTICE OF PRESENTATION OF BILL. 

1. Mr. FFRE~CH.-Coroners (Ireland) .-Bill to provide for the ap
pointment of deputy coroners in counties and boroughs in Ireland. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY. 
[Those marked thus • are government orders of the day.] 

•1. Prosecution of offenses (amendment) bill. Third reading. 
•a2. Public offices sites (extension) bill (to be referred to a select 

committee). Second reading. 
•a3. Post-office savings bank bill. Second reading. 
•a4. Telegraph (construction) bill. Second reading. 
•5. Friendly societies bill. Second reading. 
•6. Fatal accidents (damages) bill [Lords]. Second reading. 
•7. Election of aldermen in municipal boroughs bill. Second reading. 
*aS. London paving expenses bill. Second reading. 
•a9. Costs in criminal cases bill. As amended (by the standing com-

mittee), to be considered. 
•alO. Children [expense ]. Report thereupon. 
•11. Ways and means [May 7). Report. 
•12. \Vays and means. Committee. 
•13. Supply. Committee. 

NOTICES OF MOTIONS. 
NOTICES RELATING TO ORDERS OF THE DAY. 

(2) Mr. HARCOURT. After secoDJl reading of public offices sites (ex
tension) bill, to move that the bill be committed to a select committee 
of five members, three to be nominated by the House, and two by the 
committee of selection. 

That all petitions against the bill presented five clear days before 
the meeting of the committee be referred to the committee; that the 
petitioners praying to be heard by themselves, their counsel, or agents 

~~e hbeitfd against the bill, and counsel or age~ts heard in support of 

That the committee have power to send for persons, papers, and 
records. 

That three be the quorum. 
(3) Mr. HAROLD Cox. After second reading of post-office savin~ 

bank bill, to move, that the bill be referred to a select committee to 
consider and report by what means the taxpayer can be secured against 
the recurrence of the losses recently incurred by the Post-Office Savings 
Bank. 

(4) Mr. HAROLD Cox. On second reading of telegraph (construction) 
bill, to move, that it is undesirable to give larger· powers to the post
office until the House has been placed in possession of fuller informa 
tion as to the financial results of the management of telegraphs and 
telephones by the post-office. 

Mr. COURTHOPE. On second reading of telegraph (construction) blll, 
to move, that it be read a second time upon this day six months. 

1\Ir. GEORGE GIBBS. On second reading or telegraph (construction) 
bill, to move, that it be read a second time upon this day six months. 

Mr. L.u.~-Fox. On second reading of telegraph (construction) bill, to 
move, that it be read a second time. upon this day six months. 

(8) Mr. DUNDAS WHITE. On SP.cond reading of Lonqon paving ex
penses bill, to move, that this House declines to proceed 'vith a mea sur·e 
which would constitute a further indirect endowment of places or re
ligious worship at the expense of the ratepayers. 

Mr. McCALLUM. On second reading of London paving expenses bill, 
to move, that this House declines to proceed with a measure which 
would constitute a further indirect endowment of places of religious 
worship at the expense of the ratepayers. 
0~ CONSIDERATION OF COSTS IN CRIMINAL CASES BILLJ AS AME~DED. 
(9) Mr. RAWLINSON: 
Page 1, leave out clause 1. 
Clause 1, page 1, line 20, leave out "county." 
Clause 1, page 2, line 12, at end add: 
"(4) No expenses to witnesses, whether for the prosecution or de

fense, shall be allowed at a court of assize or quarter se~ions before 
which any indictable offense is prosecuted or tried, if such witnesses 
are witnesses to character only, and if called for any other purpose 
then only the expenses shall be allowed of those witnesses who shall 
have been bound over to appear and give evidence by recognizance or 
by subprena, but the court may allow the expenses of any witness, 
other than to character, tha t may be called by order of the court or 
whose evidence being material, in the opinion of the court, shall have 
attended to give evidence without a subprena. 

"(5) No expenses shall be allowed by the examining justices to any 
witness if such witness is to character only." 

Mr. R.A WLINSON : 
Clause 3, pa?,e 2, line 26, after "due," insert "for tt·aveling or per· 

sonal expenses.' 
:Mr. R.A WLINSON : 
Clause 4, page 3, line 31, leave out "county." 
Clause 4, page 3, -line 42, at end, add " and to remain ln attend

ance for that purpose during the sitting of the court, or until such 
hour as the court shall direct. 

" ( 4) The county, city, or borough authority, where any court of' 
assize or quarter sessions is held, shall provide at or near the court a 
room or office (other than any room, office, or place used by the clerk 
of assize or the clerk of the peace for the purpose of carrying on the 
business of the court) to be used for the payment of the expenses 
allowed to witnesses and other sums included in any order as men
tioned in subsection 3 of this section of the act:" 

Mr. RA. WLINSON : 
Clause 6, page 4, line 16, leave out subse~tion (i). 

ON REPORT OF CHILDREN (EXPENSES), 
(10) Sir FREDERICK BANBURY: 
Line 3, leave out from "incurred," to "under." 
Captain CRAlG : 
Line 4, leave out "any," and insert "an." 
Sir FREDERICK BANBURY : 
Line 5, at end, add " such payment not to exceed £5,000 ln nny one 

year." 
As an amendment to Sir Frederick Banbury's proposed amendment: 
Captain CRAIG : 
Leave out "any one," and insert "the first." 

QUESTIONS NOT FOR ORAL ANSWER. 
1. Mr. O'SHAUGHNESSY. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieu• 

tenant of Ireland if the estates commissioners have taken any action 
to have Mrs. Mary Casey, of Ballygran, in the county of Limerick, 
evicted tenant on the estate of C. F. Drew, reinstated ; and, if so, 
with what result. 

2. Mr. O'SHAUGHNESSY. Tn ask the chief secretary to the lord lieu
tenant of Ireland if the estates commissioners have considered the 
case of Mrs. Mary McDonnell, of East Wood, Glin, in the county of 
.Limerick, evicted tenant on the estate of the Knight of Glin ; and, if 
so, with what result. 

3. Mr. O'SH4UGHNESSY. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieu
tenant of Ireland if he can say what has been the causP. of the delay 
on the part of the estates commissioneT'S in reinstating Michael Hart
nett, evicted tenant, on the estate of C. F. Drew, of Ballygran, in the 
county of Limerick. 

4. Mr. O'SHAUGHNESSY. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieu
tenant of Ireland if the estates commissioners have considered the 
claim of John FitzGP.rald, of Clounriesk, Askeaton, in the county of 
Limerick, representative of 1\Iaurice FitzGerald, deceased, evicted ten
ant, for some untenanted land in liP.u of his evicted farm. 

5. 1\Ir. O'SHAUGHI\"ESSY. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieu
tenant of Ireland whethP.r he will bring unde•· the notice of the estates 
commissioners the case of a poor man named James Power, of Kil
breedy, Kilcornan, in the county of Limerick, who was evicted on title 
about nine years ago by the Earl of Dunraven from a holding consisting 
of about 27 acres of hog land, which the former was in occupation of 
for over forty years, and on which he spent years of toil endeavoring 
to reclaim, and for which he paid a rent of £5 annually; and whether, 
having regard to the fact that Lord Dunraven subsequently gave this 
land to a man named Millar, and further to the hardship of the case, 
he will cause the estatl's commissioners to at once favorably consider 
the claim of Power for some untenanted !and in the county. 

6. Mr. O'SHAUGHNESSY. To ask the chief secretary to the lord lieu~ 
tenant of Ireland if he can say what has been the result of the estates 
commissioners' investigation into the case of Patrick Creedon, of Mone-
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gay, in the county of Limerick, evicted tenant on the estate of the Earl 

of 7~\'_i~~-JOHN MunPHY. To as]j: the chief secretary to the lord lieu
tenant of Ireland if he proposes to introduce a bill dealing with schoo~~ 
attendance in I1·eland this session, in accordance with the numerous 
requests made to him to do so. 

8. Mr. JOHN MURPHY. To ask the chief secretary to the lord .li~u
tenant of I1·eland if the estates commissionel's al'e now in a pos1t10n 
to deal properly with the claims of Messrs. Timothy Buckley an<l Morty 
Buckley, two evicted tenants on the Morrogh Bernard estate, county 
Kerry, who have been reinstated by the landlord. 

9. Ml'. JOHN MuRPHY. To ask the chief secretary to the lo1·d lieu
tenant of Ireland if he will consider the question of adding a fair num
ber of persons directly connect~d with Irish primary edu<;atio~ .on the 
first senates and governing bodies of the proposed new umvers1ties and 
their constituent colleges; and whether he is aware that the omission 
of any such representatives in the published lists is likely to lead to dis-

sayg~ai}~~nSLOAN. To ask the chief secret~ry to the lord lieutenant of 
Ireland if he is aware that the local government board received a depu
tation of veterinary surgeons in reference to the appointment of a cen
tral veterinary authority to look after the dairies and cow sheds in 
Ireland; and if it is contemplated to appoint a veterinary surgeon for 
this purpose, or is it intended to transfer this department of the board's 
work over to the veterinary branch of the board of agriculture. 

11. Mr. O'SHAUGHNESSY. To ·ask the chief secretary to the lord lieu
tenant of Ireland if he can say whether an agreement has now been 
come to between Mrs. Shelton, the owner of the untenanted lands at 
Beaufort, in the county of Limerick, and the estates commissioners for 
the purchase thereof. 

12. Mr. FrELD. To ask the postmaster-general whether he is aware 
that the late Miss Ida Watson, of the postal-order branch of the money
order department, with only three or foul' years' service, ·visited the 
official female medical officer on the 30th of March last on the ground 
that she felt seriously ill; that, instead of granting her sick leave, she 
was sent back on duty; that this young lady felt worse during the fol
lowing week, culminating in collapse, having to be assisted by a col
league to complete her average on Saturday, the 4th of April; that she 
was on that day granted three weeks' sick leave by her own private 
medical practitioner, and that on that night she fell into a state of 
unconsciousness and remained so for three weeks until she died on the 
28th of April ; that two specialists gave independent opinions in this 
case that death was brought about by suppressed influenza, and that if 
she had been properly treated at first she would likely be now alive; 
and whether, seeing that when the deceased entered the post-office and 
up to the time of her fatal illness she was a bright, healthy girl, he will 
sa-y what are the medical qualifications of the official lady doctor to 
whom the deceased submitted herself for treatment; and whether, in 
view of the expenses incurred by the deceased's relatives in Ireland in 
connection with this case, he will order an independent inqurry into it 
with a view to prevent a recurrence of similar cases, and grant some 

co1B.e~~~i~~E~~-t~eo d:~:a~~~·s ~;~~~~1:~·r- eneral whether be is aware 
that the late Miss Houston, o~ the postaY-order branch of the money
order department, had, prior to her sudden death on the 20th of March 
last, b'een ailing for some time and attending the official female medical 
officer, who treated he•· for dyspepsia and indigestion; that she saw 
this official doctor specially about a week before her sudden death, on 
the ground that she felt seriously ill ; and that, instead of granting her 
sick leave, she was ordet·ed back on duty; and, seeing that the deceased 
died suddenly on the 20th of March from supposed heart disease, will 
he take similar . steps as requested in the case of the late Miss Watson. 

14. Mr. FIELD. To ask the postmaster-general whether instructions 
have been issued to the effect that post-office officials of certain ranks 
who may receive sick certificates from a certain duly qualified private 
medical practitioner in the northwestern district of London shall be 
allowed sick leave but no pay; will he say whether this medical officer 
had any charge preferred against him in which he was given an oppor
tunity of defending himself; if not, will he say why these instructions 
have been issued; and, seeing that the post-office medical officers have 
frequently been in conflict with private medical practitioners on the 
question of sick leave of post-office officials, and that several cases of 
deaths have occurred in which these official medical officers have refused 
sick leave shortly preceding such deaths, will he now grant an inqurry 
into this subject. 

15. Mr. LOUGH. To ask the president of the board of trade what is 
the number of sugar refineries and the number of hands employed therein 
in the United Kingdom in the years 1902 and 1908, respectively, and 
what is the annual cost of conducting these refineries in bond. 

16. Mr. LOUGH. To ask the president of the board of trade what was 
the quantity of raw beet sugar produced during the year 1907 in the 
foreign countries set out in Table IV of the Sugal' return, No. 334, is
sued in August, 1907; the imports of unrefined and refined sugar as 
shown in Table V (A) ; the total estimated consumption per head of 
the population as shown in Table VI (B) ; the British West Indian 
exports as shown in Table IX; and the declared average value of raw 
and refined sugar imported into the United Kingdom for the year 1907 
as shown in Table X, and the same average prices for each month of th~ 
year 1908. 

17. :Mr. TIMOTHY DAVIES. To ask the president of the board of 
trade if he can give any official information as regards the alleged 
dumping of 8,000 tons and 15,000 tons of hops from the United States 
in this country; and will he give the quantity in tons of hops received 
from America in the month of April, also for the four months of this 
year? 

18. Mr. Mc.AnTHUn. To ask the secretary to the treasury whether 
the board of customs have received three petitions from the examining 
officers, second class (1881-8 entrants), drawing attention to the in
equalities in pay and prospects of the petitioners in comparison with 
other entrants; whether he is aware that at an interview on 6th No· 
vember, l\J07, a representative deputation complained to the board that 
through a series of reorganizations the conditions of their entrance to 
the service had been altered to their detriment; and whether, in view 
of the failure of the present classification to provide satisfactery ad
vancement for the petitioners, the treasury will give effect to the ame
liorative measurea suggested by the examining officers' representatives 
in their recent communicatit>ns with the secretary to the board of cus· 
toms. 

19. Lord llALCARRES. To ask the president of the board of education 
1f be will state upon what date the plans to cat-ry out the requirements 
of the board as regards the pt·ovlsion of a playgr~mnd and cloakroom 
~l)r East Hardwick School, West Riding, were submitted to the board; 
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on what date were the plans in question returned ; and what has been 
the explanation of fhe delay. 

20. Mr. MOND. To ask the secretary of state for the home depart
ment what are the total number of new licenses granted since the 
licensing act of 1904; what number of such licenses were granted for 
one year and what number for seven years; what was the amount re
ceived for monopoly value for such licenses; and. what was the avet·age 
amount received for the monopoly value of the new licenses granted 
annually. _ 

21. Mr. AsHTON. To ask 1\:Ir. Chancellor of the Exchequer what is 
the present amount of the unfunded debt, of what issues does it con
sist, and what exchequer bonds are now current issued for capital ex
penditure and classed among other capital liabilities; and what was 
the amount of the like issues at the same time last year. 

NOTICES OF MOTIONS. 
AT A QUARTER PAST 8 O'CLOCK. 

1. Mr. ALDEN, native affairs (South Africa). To call attention to 
native affairs in South Africa in connection with federation proposals, 
and to move that this house, recognizing signs of a growing opinion 
on the part of the self-governing colonies of South Africa in favor 
of safeguarding the rights and futm·e of the natives in any scheme 
of political unification or federation, expresses its confidence that 
His Majesty's Government will welcome the adoption of provisions 
calculated to render possible the ultimate inclusion of the whole of 
British South Africa in federal union. 

2. SIR CHARLES DILKE, native affairs (South Africa). To call atten
tion to native affairs in South Africa in connection with federation pro
posals and to move that this house, recognizing signs of a growing 
opinion on the part of the self-governing colonies of South Africa in 
favor of safeguarding the rights and future of the natives in any 
scheme of political unification or federation, expresses its confidence 
that His Majesty's Government will promote the adoption of provisions 
calculated to render possible the ultimate inclusion of the whole of 
British South Africa in federal union. 

3. Sir GILDEBT PARKEn, native affairs (South Africa). To call at
tention to native affairs in South Africa in connection with federation 
proposals and to move that this house, realizing the insuperable 
difficulties In the way of dealing e!l'ectively with the native question, 
except under a scheme of political confederation, and recognizing the 
responsibility of His Majesty's Government for the well-being of the 
natives of the British subcontinent, expresses its hope that Ins 
Majesty's Government will support and endeavor to advance the mo•e
ment for federal union for the colonies of British South Africa. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY. 
1. Weekly rest-day bill, second reading. . 
2. Prohibition of medical practice by companies bill, second reading. 
3. Town tenants (Ireland) act t1907) amendment bill, second 

reading. 
4. Trade disputes bill, second reading. 
5. Bankruptcy (Scotland) bill, second reading. 
6. a Nurses' registration (No. 2) bill, second reading. 
7. Education (continuation schools) bill, second reading. 
8. Waste lands (Ireland) improvement bill, second reading. 
9. Whaling stations bill, second reading. 
10. Home work bill, second reading. 
11. Education of afflicted children (Ireland) bill, second reading. 
12. Railway and canal traffic bill, second reading. 
13. Public health acts amendment (markets) bill, second reading. 
14. Coal mines (eight hours for winding enginemen) bill, second 

reading. 
15. Municipal corporations (election of aldermen) bill, second 

reading. 
16. Public health bill, second reading. 
17. Sale of whisky bill, second reading. 
18. Absent voters bill, second reading. 
19. Coroners' inquests (railway fatalities) bill, second reading. 
20. Sale of intoxicating liquors on Sunday bill, second reading. 
21. Luggage (definition) bill, second reading. 
22. Infant life protection (No. 2) bill, second reading. 
23. Dogs (exemption) bill, second reading. 
a 24. Dogs' protection bill, adjourned debate on second reading (26th. 

Febmary). t 
25. Exportation of horses bill, second reading. 
26. Rabbits on commons bill, second reading. 
27. Metropolitan sewers and drains bill, second reading. 
28. l'oor law (compulsory contribution exemption) bill, second 

reading. 

NOTICES 0:»' MOTIO~S. 

NOTICES RELATING TO ORDERS OF THE DAY. 
(6) Mr. ANNAN BRYCE. On second reading of nurses' registration 

(No. 2) bill, to move that it be read a second t.lme upon this day six 
months. 

Mr. RAWLINSO~. On second reading of nurses' registration (No. 2) 
bill, to move that it be read a second time upon this day six months. 

(24) Ur. MooNEY. On second reading of dogs' protection bill, to 
move that it be read a second time upon this day six months. 

Mr. HAVILAND-BURKE. On second reading of dogs' protection bill, to 
move that it be read a second time upon this day six months. 

Mr. HAYDEN. On second reading of dogs' protection bill, to move that 
it be read a second time upon this day six months. 

Mt·. BOLAND. On second reading of dogs' protection bill, to move that 
it be read a second time upon this day six months. 

Mr. KETTLE. On second reading of dogs' protection bill, to move that 
it be read a second time upon this day six months. 

PUBLIC COMMITTEES FOR WED:SESD~Y, 13TH MAY, 1908. 
1. Debtors (imprisonment), at half past 11, room 12; 
2. Police and sanitary (A), at half past 11, room 8; 
3. Police and sanitary (B), at half past 11, room 9; 
4. Home work, at quarter before 12, room 15 ; and 
5. Kitchen and refreshment rooms (House of Commons) (Subcom

mittee at 4 o'clock), at half past 4, room D, on TetTl:!Ce. 

t Dogs' protection bill, order for second reading read; motion made 
and question proposed, " That the bill be now read a second time.~ 
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l\Ir. BURLESON. I yield thirty minutes_ to the gentleman I That is the practical effect of the rules as they stand. Well 
from New York [Mr. CocKRAN]. may the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER] state, 

1\lr. COC,KRAN. l\Ir. Chairman, I have been highly edified and no man can question it, that under this system Representa
by this discussion. I think it is one of the most wholesome '" tives can shield themselves behind the procedure of the House 
manifestations of parliamentary independence and parliamen- while quietly .stifling legislation which they would not dare op
tary intelligence that has been witnessed on this floor during pose openly in full view of their constituents. 
my service. I congratulate the gentleman from Massachusetts l\Ir. ALEXANDER of New York. Mr. Chairman--
[Mr. GARDNER] on having raised the question and the debate to The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York yield 
a high plane of parliamentary excellence. I do not rise to take to his colleague? 
either side of this controversy, but rather to suggest a middle Mr. COCKRAN. Certainly. 
ground which I think the House could afford to take with great 1\Ir. ALEXANDER of New York. Will the gentleman illustrate 
advantage to its own procedure and with great benefit to the by cases in his own mind where the majority, the moment that 
country at large. we have adopted the rules of the House, passed their power to 

I can not ~gree with the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. the Committee on Rules, .and that power was taken away from 
OLMSTED] that the present rules are all that the House can the majority of the House? 
require for an efficient and prompt discharge of business, nor Mr. COCKRAN. .My only objection to doing that is that it 
do I sympathize with those gentlemen· who are constantly criti- will consume a lot of time in establishing facts which I think 
cising the rules as the fons et origo, the fountain and origin of must be obvious to the gentleman. 
all the defects with which legislation can be charged. 1\lr . .ALEXANDER of New York. Will the gentleman state 

I speak from an experience of the Jiouse somewhat extensive, one? · 
running back to the filibuster described. by the gentleman from Mr. COCKRAN. What I stated, Mr. Chairman, was this, to 
Pennsylvania, and embracing the quite · recent performance begin with; not that the majority have · absolutely lost control 
under its present organization, when a financial measure affect- of the House in the sense _that any action can be taken against 
lng the commerce of this country more deeply than any passed its will or without its consent. That is a totally different propo
since the Sherman law was driven through this body with only sition. Any a.ffi.rmative action by the House of course requires 
an hour's debate, without a copy of the bill being in the hands of the vote of a majority. But to defeat a measure effectively, to 
a single 1\Iember, while our only knowledge of its provisions prevent absolutely any chance of its being enacted, or even con
was 'such memory as we were able to preserve of words read sidered, it need but encounter the hostility of the Committee on 
from the desk. Itules, or rather of its majority. Nay, to render its prospects 

Now, Mr. Chairman, while I have witne~sed all these various hopeless the Committee on Rules need not be actively hostile; it 
phases of our parliamentary evolution, I venture-- is enough that a majority of that committee is indifferent.. 

1\Ir. OLMSTED. I would like to ask the gentleman 1~ he also 'Vhat I do state is that there are no means known to our . pro
witnessed and remembers the occasion when the Wilson tariff cedure by which, when a proposal of legislation submitted by 
bill, with 634 amendments, was put through the Democratic me is arrested, deprived of any prospect that it can be enacted 
Congress on an hour's debate? into law, I can challenge the opposition to show that it is a ma-

l\1r. COCKRAN. Perfectly; I recall bo~h performances. I jority of the House which antagonizes it. 
protested against both, ·and voted against both. [.Applause.] Mr. 1\I.ANN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
But there was this difference between the performance when l\fr. COCKRAN. Certainly. 
the Wilson bill was passed and that which marked the passage Mr. MANN. Does the gentleman recall any case under the 
of the last financial bill: When the motion to concur in the rules. where the Committee on Rules can do anything without 
amendments of the Senate to the Wilson bill was before the appealing to a majority of the House? 
House I was heard to denounce the proposal, as well as to Mr. COCKRAN. That is quite true, Mr. Ohairman. It can 
vote against it. When this last performance was accomplished not do anything, but it can refuse to do everything; and its 
nobody was allowed time to criticise it or point out its defects. refusal is of deadly effect to legislative propositions. Let us 

But I am not here to compare offenses of one party with of- Ree just exactly what occurs. Gentlemen here on both sides 
fenses of the other against what I conceive to be sound princi- have challenged me to give an instance where the procedure of 
pies of procedure. I am here to suggest, if I can, a method by the House enabled opponents of measur_es to defeat them with
which all offenses against fairness and fullness of discussion can out opposing them openly on the floor. I will give one or two. 
be obviated and prevented, whichever party may happen to be There is one that has been mentioned here time and again, the 
in the ascendancy. proposition to put wood pulp on the free list. I myself have 

Now, I want to state here in the beginning that, in my judg- offered, again and again, measures against which I know there 
ment, differences of views between both sides of this question could not have been five votes recorded in this House, and yet 
are not nearly so wide as they ~ould seem. I think they are these measures have never come before the House. Why? Be
more vehement in expression than they are wide in extent. I cause tmder the procedure of the House not merely the Com
venture this prophecy now: If the Speaker were to appoint a mittee on Rules, but all the other committees, are sitting upon 
committee of four, six, or eight Members, equally distributed them with an effect of weight and inertia that is absolutely 
between both parties,' to consider whether changes in the rules immovable. [Laughter.] There is not a gentleman here, in
be desirable, their report would 'very likely be unanimous and eluding the gentleman from New York, my colleague [Mr. ALEx
the amendments or changes they might recommend would be .ANDER], who can not go back to his constituency to-morrow and 
very few in number. protest his earnest enthusiasm for my measures and blame his 

I am willing to admit with the gentleman from Pennsylvania refusal to vote for them upon the procedure of the House. Now, 
that it is impossible to attempt a discussion of all measures that is :m abuse and a serious one. .Anything that can be inter
that are brought before this Honse. I agree with him that it is posed between the discharge of a Representative's duty and full 
the right of the majority absolutely to control the proceedings knowledge by his constituents of how he discharges it is a 
of this body. I supported that right, sir, when it involved al- grave abuse upon the representative system. 
most a test of party loyalty, for I defended the Reed rules' on The gentleman from New York [l\1r. ALEXANDER] and the 
this floor when the Reed rules, still a fresh experiment, were gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN] have asked me to explain 
objects of denunciation by Democrats and of execration by a how this procedure stifles the voice of the House. I have intra
large part of the people of this country. I recognized then, as duced a measure here for the publicity of campaign expenses 
I acknowledge now, that it is impossible to conduct the busi- before elections, which will serve to illustrate the abuse of 
ness of a parliamentary body unless the majority have complete which I complain. Now, what was the procedure there? It 
control of its procedure and exercise it in their own way. That went to a committee appointed by the Speaker. There it slum
! concede absolutely and unTeservedly; but the corollary of that bers. .All my efforts to arouse it have but sufficed to provoke 
proposition is equally true. There must be no doubt that it is some expressions of weariness from the Members whom I im
a majority which actually exercises control. The majority must portuned. But let us suppose I could have moved that com
always be ready to establish the fact that it is a majority. It mittee, assuming ' that the Speaker is hostile to it, what then? 
has no warrant for control except the fact that it is the major- Suppose I could have moved that committee appointed by the 
ity. Now, sir, under existing conditions, the majority is never Speaker to report a measure favorably which the Speaker con
required to establish the fact that it is the majority but once, demns. What good would it do me? 
and that is on the opening day of the session,. when a motion is Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman· yield for a question? 
carried that the rules of the last House be made the rules of Mr. COCKRAN. Undoubtedly. 
this one. That is carried by a majority vote, and the moment Mr. 1\IA.DDJDN. Would the gentleman take away from the 
that yote is recorded the control of this body passes from its Speaker the power to appoint the committees? 
actual majority-that is to say, from a majority of the House or Mr. COCKRAN. No, sir; I would not. As I stated at the 
even from a majority of the majority- into the hands of a beginning, notwithstanding the existence of these defects in 
majority of the Committee on Rules. our rules that can not be disputed, the change in procedure 
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which any sensible committee could recommend would, in my 
judgment, be exceedingly slight and narrow, and yet I think 
some changes would be very effective and very salutary. Now, 
I said, when a measure goes before a committee, the Speaker 
being hostile to it, the committee, it may fairly be assumed, 
will sit .upon it. But suppose the committee should be moved 
by a virtuous independent impulse and should report it favor
ably. How far have I got then? Why, I have reached the tail 
end of the calendar, where I have just about as much chance of 
getting that measure before this House without affirmative 
action by the Committee on Rules :i.s I have of being translated 
to heaven like the Prophet Elijah. [Laughter.] But suppose 
even that the Committee on ltnles should break away from the 
Speaker-and I do not think that such an event is conceivable. 
I do not believe it is thinkable. [Laughter.] I want to say, in 
all candor, I do not think it would be honorable. 

I think when a Member of the majority accepts from the 
Speaker a place on the Committee on Rules, he takes an honor
able obligation to exercise the power such an appointment be
stows on him to keep the Speaker's control of the House absolute. 
I am quite willing to concede that. But suppose the Committee 
on Rules, or a majority of it, did break away from the Speaker, 
how much further woul!l that bring me? I would still be far from 
a certainty of securing consideration for the measure. I would 
still find it necessary to devise some manner of chaili or fetter 
which I could fasten on the Speaker's eye and hold it until the 
member of the Committee on Rules desiring to present its report 
had obtained the floor to move consideration and adoption of its 
recommendation that my measure be taken up for consideration 
and that a vote be taken on it. If anyone can suggest a method 
by which the Speaker's eye can be caught, fastened, held for a 
purpose which he himself condemns, I shall be glad to give that 
ingenious person the floor, that he might enlighten us and glad
den us. And Eo we can not escape the conclusion that, so far as 
affirmative action is concerned, this House is absolutely in the 
hap.ds of the Speaker. For such a condition I do not think there 
is precedent or parallel anywhere at any time. W~ have beard 
during the debate a great deal about the procedure of the House 
of Commons and much about the greater attention given to its 
debates and the greater consequence enjoyed by its members. 

Mr. Chairman, these differences are inherent; they do not 
spring from any difference in rules. The inherent difference 
between the two bodies is that the House of .Commons controls 
absolutely the executive department of the English Government. 
It is itself, through one of its committees, the executive, as 
well as the legislative, department. By the exercise of a single 
vote it can overthrow a goverilment and immediately effect a 
complete change of administration, for the Government itself is 
only a committee of the house. 

This body can not discharge from his office a single executive 
officer. It certainly can not overthrow a Cabinet or force the 
resignation of a single Cabinet minister. 

Some people say that the distinction between these two bodies 
is that we are governed or managed by committees, and the 
House of Commops is not. Why, in all its legislation of a public 
character the House of Commons is managed by one committee. 
That committee is tile Government. So far as legislation is con
cerned we have simply divided among several committees the 
powers which in that body are held by one. 

1\fr. AI1EXANDER of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. COCKRAN. Certainly. 
l\fr . .A,LEXANDER of New York. The gentleman suggests 

having a majority of the Committee on Rules. 
1\fr. COCKRAN. I did not suggest it. The gentleman is mis

taken. _ I have not come to my sugge$tions yet; I have not got 
past my criticisms. [Laughter.] The gentleman is entirely 
mistaken if he thinks I have suggested anything. 

l\lr . .ALEXANDER of Tew York. Will the gentleman come 
to his suggestions? · 

1\Ir. COCKRAN. If the gentleman will aiiow the committee 
and myself to decide when we shall come to suggestions, I will 
be delighted to say yes. But if he means that I must come to 
them now, I beg him to let me reach them in my own way. 

l\1r . .ALEXA.l\"TIER of New York. I ask the gentleman to 
yield for a question. 

Mr. COCKRAN. With pleasure. 
Mr. ALEXANDER of New York. If the Committee on Rules 

agreed with the gentleman that his bill should be brought before 
the House, what would occur next? 

l\fr. COCKRAl"\f. I hope the gentleman from New York would 
vote for it; in point of fact, I am sure he would. [Laughter.] 

1\fr. ALEXANDER of' New York. Would I get a chance to 
vote for it? 

l\fr. COCKRAN. I can only reecho the question propounded 

years ago in a Republican convention, "What are we here 
for·?" What are you here fer? [Laughter.] 

Mr . .ALEXANDER · of New York. If I had a c~ance to 
-vote for it, then the Speaker would not 'be c_ontrolling the 
action of the House. 

Mr. COCKRAN. I confess, Mr. Chairman, that I can not 
follow the gentleman to · his conclusions. His manner of pro
ceeding from a premise which has been undisclosed to a con
clusion which is preposterous is far beyond the reach of .my 
intellectuals. [Laughter.] I beg the gentleman to realize that 
what I say is in perfect good faith and with the utmost affection 
for him personally. [Laughter.] , 

Mr. AI,EXANDER of New York. I suggest that the gentle
man is very likely right that it would be preposterous, but that 
was his own suggestion at the outset which I desired him to 
come back to. In his supposition he got to the Committee on 
Rules, and then he branched off on something else. I simply 
desire to call him back to his original suggestion that if he ob
tained a majority of the Committee on Rules to allow him to 
bring his measure before the House and 1\Ieinbers had a chance 
to vote upon it, would it not show that the House, at that time 
at least, was not controlled by the Speaker? 

1\fr. COCKRAN. Mr. Chairman, if my suggestion was pre
posterous, I can only say that its character in that respect did 
not become conspicuous until the gentleman undertook to deal 
with it. [Laughter.] As a matter of fact, I made no such 
suggestion as the gentleman imputes to me. What I did state 
was this: If the Committee on Rules became so far independent 
as to break away from control of the Speaker, and actually un
dertook, against his wish, to report a rule providing for con
sideration of that measure, they could not get the floor until 
the Speaker recognized them, and, under such conditions, he 
would not recognize them. '.rhat was· what I stated. Even 
assuming the Committee on Rules favored the measure there 
was but one way in which it could be brought before the House 
and that was by finding some device or some plan to catch the 
Speaker's eye and hold it long enough to get recognition. 

If the gentleman has discovered a modus by whicp that tre
mendous feat can be accomplished, he will do very much toward 
simplifying this discussion and smoothing away all discontent. 
[Laughter.J 

Mr . .ALEXANDER of New York. I thank the gentleman for 
answering -my question at last. 

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CocKRAN] concede t_hat the Committee on Rules has the right 
to the floor, and j:hat its report is privileged? 

Mr. COCKRAN. Yes; privileged provided the Speaker will 
recognize them. 

Mr. OLMSTED. And it being a privileged matter, the visual 
organ of the Speaker is bound to rest on the chairman of that 
committee, and no Speaker would dare to do otherwise. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Now, the gentleman makes two statements. 
He says the visual organ is . bound to do something, and that 
no Speaker would dare do otherwise. Any man who can binrl 
that visual organ has succeeded in accomplishing a feat to 
which I can not hope to aspire. [Laughter.] 

l\lr. OLMSTED. . I do not think any Speaker's eye bas ever 
failed to rest on a man who rose to a privileged matter. 

l\Ir. COCKRAN. There the gentleman is speaking of some
thing that is usual. I am speaking, not of what may be usual, 
but of what is possible. 

Mr. OLMSTED. It is required by the rules. 
Mr. COCKRAN. I differ with the gentleman. It is not, and 

I can not conceive how rules could be framed which would 
inform the Speaker when a Member gets up on the floor whether 
he is charged with a privileged resolution or any other motion. 
Certainly there is nothing in the existing rules providing for 
any cut of his garments, · any arrangement of his hair, or pecul
iarity of attitude that would be accepted as indicating deci
sively whether he is rising to a question that is privileged or 
one that is simply interesting to himself. 

Mr. 1\I.Ali.""N. The gentleman must be aware that a statement 
that a matter is privileged calls ~e attention of the Speaker 
to it, and under the rule if the Speaker should not recognize 
a matter that is privileged it is the right under the rule for any 
Member of the House to appeal from the decision of the Chair, 
and a majority of the House can_ sustain the appeal. So it 
does not rest with the Speaker to determine-

1\fr. COCKRAN. I do not care to waste time in discussing 
an abstraction like that. The gentleman from Illinois [1\fr. 
MANN] knows perfectly well that the -Eituation he describes is 
so improbable that it is not a practical subject of discussion. 
Neither is the suggestion made by the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. OLMSTED] in his speech this morning, that it 
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always remains with a majority of the House to set aside every 
other measure on the calendar-refuse to consider any bill 
whatever-until the one which the majority is anxious to dis
pose of should be reached. That we all know is theoretically 
possible, but practically it is impossible and unthinkable. Nor 
does that co-rer the point which the geni;Jeman from :Massachu
setts [1\Ir. GA.RDNER] has made so forcibly. It does not compel 
the majority, if there be one, which opposes the measuTe to come 
out openly and vote against it. You can not present to this 
House the direct question, Shall these various measures be set 
aside so as to take up House bill so-and-so? You can not put 
such a motion. 

The question of consideration, if raised against a measure, 
can not be presented in such a form. The only question that 
can be submitted to the House is the naked one, Shall such a 
measure be considered-not shall it be considered in prefer
ence to some other measure that is pending, or shall it and all 
others be set aside, that some particular bill far down on· the 
calendar may first be taken up and passed. To accomplish prac
tically what the gentleman from Pennsylvania suggests, Mem
bers must 10te to set aside every other bill, including bills which 
they themselves have introduced, not, so far as the record 
would show, for the pmpose of passing some particular meas
ure of capital importance, but without explanation of any kind. 
'rhe condition of exercising this power, which the gentle
man from Pennsyl1ania considers effective, is that many a man 
must write himself down disloyal to his own measures. That is 
a condition which can not be met. When the gentleman describes 
it he shows conclusively that the remedy of which it is an es
sential feature is beyond the reach of practical or actual appli
cation. 

I am perfectly willing to concede the force of much-indeed, 
of most-that has been said by the gentleman from Pennsyl-va
nia [:Mr. OLMSTrn]. I realize that it would be impossible to 
ha-ve every measure introduced by Members here considered or 
to take a vote upon each one. I do believe, howe-ver, that some 
means should be provided by which any substantial portion of 
the llou e could challenge the majority to a vote on any proposal 
of public importance, so that it would either be passed into law 
or else the Members who defeated it must oppose it openly and 
record their opposition. 

I think it is little short of an outrage upon our representa
tive system that the files of our committees should be piled 
high with measures which the Members here would not dare 
vote against on the floor, but which they can aid in stifling by 
sitting silent behind the Committee on Rules and the machinery 
of the House. That is the one defect in our procedui:e which I 
think can be remedied completely by an amendment of the rules. 

The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WILLIAMS] suggests that 
a majority of the Hou e in writing should be empowered to de
mand consideration of a measure. That certainly would be au 
improYement on existing conditionS', but I do not think it would 
be a complete reform. I think something more effective and 
less cumbersome in the way of ascertaining the existence of a 
majority should be provided. 

When a number of Members equal to that required to order 
the yeas and nays second a motion to take up a measure for con
sideration, that of itself should be sufficient to insure a yote
not a debate-but a vote on the proposal. Whether any discus
sion be allowed on any subject is absolutely within the discretion 
of the majority. The minority are not entitled to debate or to 
anything except the right to be counted-to be assured that they 
are but a minority. The House alone has the right to say 
whether debate is necessary or desirable for its enlightelllllent. 
If it believes debate is essential to the proper exercise of its 
functions, then debate should be ordered. But the oruering 
of debate or the refusal to permit it, the extent to which it 
shonld be allowed when it is ordered, is always a matter of dis
cretion for the House, and therefore a matter to be decided 
by the majority. But, again, I repeat it must be always clear 
that it is a majority-an actual majority-on a particular pro
posal that determines its disposition. 

It is not enough to say that the Members sitting on this side 
of the House,are a majority of it, and that they voted to estab
lish the Committee on Rules. There is no such thing as a per
manent majority contemplated by a parliamentary system. In 
contemplation of the Constitution this body approaches e-very 
question submitted to it free from any tie or limitation, po
litical or personal, on its action-deciding every motion on its 
own merits. A majority has no prescribed term of existence. 
It exists just as long as its members cooperate. But the only 
way continuance of this cooperation, and, therefore, continued 
existence of a majority or minority, can be shown is by a 1ote. 
Where power to demand a vote on any measure is denied, it is 
impossible to ascertain whether it is a majority or a minority 

that obstructs its passage. This disposition to assume the ex
istence of a permanent majority 01' minority here has always 
bred much confusion of thought. When the Reed rules were 
under discussion here we heard a great deal about the majority 
and the minority, especially about "the rights of the minority." 

I was not a Member of the Fifty-first Congress where the 
Reed rules were first adopted, but I did serve in the Fifty
second, and I well remember the extended debate upon a mo
tion to adopt the same rules. The Republican membership had 
then shrunk to a very small minority. The dividing line be
tween the parties here was not the center of the House, but this 
aisle where I am standing. The minority offered a resolution 
that the rules of the former House, known as the " Reed rules," 
should apply to that Congress. The debate that followed turned 
largely on what was described oas "the lights of the minority." 
Now, in that debate I ventured to point out what I think is 
equally true now, that you can not vest the minority with rights 
which the majority do not enjoy and still keep it a minority. 
For if the minority have rights which the majority are denied, 
Members would all hasten to join the minority, which would 
then become a majority and lose at once its identity as a mi
nority and its rights. [Laughter.] 

The moment you attach anything like permanence to a ma
jority or a minority you emasculate, if you do not destroy, the 
vigor of a parliamentary body. A majority should l}e held to 
exist only while it is able to show that it exists. ( No repre-7 
sentative chamber can be considered properly organized fori 
legislation while its procedure is controlled, not by a majority 
of all its members, but by a majority of a small subcommittee 
It seems to me there should be no objection to such an amend
ment of the rules as would enable a vote to be obtained on any 
import.:mt public question when the motion to consider it is sec
onded by a substantial portion of our membership. If it be 
considered that it would take too much of the time essential 
for legislation were one-fifth 9f those present empowered to 
secure a roll call upon a given question, then at least this 
power should be conceded to the whole body of the minority in its 
entirety. I believe it is absolutely essential to the representative 
character of your House that the minority, through its recog
nized leader, should have the right, within proper restrictions, 
to demand a vote upon any proposal submitted to this House. 

Sir, many bills submitted to this House since I have been 
here that failed of passage would have been approved by sub
stantial majorities if a vote upon them could have been taken. 
The gentleman from l\Iichigan [Mr. ToWNSEND] can probably 
recall one or two that few Members would have ventured to 
vote against, but which were stifled in committee. They failed, 
not because the House was opposed to them; not because a 
majority of the House was not eager to vote for them; but be
cause all power of the House to deal with them was strangled in 
its own machinery. If any gentleman here would like me to 
specify some of those bills which, though favored by a majority, 
were never suffered to reach a vote let him rise in his seat and 
I will undertake to mention one for which be himself would 
have -voted if an opportunity had been give~ the minority to 
challenge the sense of the House upon every question of public 
importance that had been offered for its action. 

Mr. Chairman, I am far froin saying or insinuating that the 
decline in importance which has undoubtedly overtaken this leg
islatiye body is due entirely to its rules. 

Legislative bodies have declined in importance and in conse
quence everywhere. That seems to be in obedience to a general 
Jaw. It would appear as though every instrumentality which so
ciety ha , found effecti-ve at ·some stage of its progress begins to 
decline when the great purpose for which it was peculiarly 
qualified has been accomplished. The last century and the last 
quarter of the preceding century were periods in which grave 
questions affecting radically the structure of government were 
subjects of excited debate e-verywhere throughout Christendom. 
The right of killgs to hold their thrones; the r1ght of classes to be 
exempt from certain burdens of the state; the right of some indi
Yiduals to bold public offices of power and consequence by in
heritance rather than by any merits of their own; the right of 
some men to enjoy privileges denied to tlleir fellows; all those 
were questions for the settlement of which representative bodies 
were peculiarly well qualified. But to-day they are settled. 
They are no longer issues over which men or societies are 
divided. Equality of fundamental rights is now the law go1ern· 
ing nations e-verywhere throughout Christendom. 

The grent busine:::s of JegislatiYe bodies-the establishment of 
this equality-has been accomplished. The function of legisJa. 
tion in the futur~ must necessarily be Je s important. It must 
be confined largely to matters of administration and to prob
lems purely economic. For tllat reason we can not reasonably 
expect to see another Henry Clay develop in this body, since 
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there are no longer controversies like those affecting the ex
tension of slavery over new territories of vast extent to be 
compromised. We can not expect to hear great debates on the 
nature of our Union, now that its indissolubility is foreyer 
established beyond question or discussion. 

But there remains this wide field <>f administrative and eco
nomic problems upon which legislative powers can still be exer
cised with decisiye -advantage to the cotmtry and very consider· 
able credit to this House. Surely, sir, as the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. GABDNER] well says, to fix the conditions 
under which functions so important shall be exercised should 
not be deemed a party question. In all our ·proceedings we are 
playing for a great stake. We are striving for popular approval 
and for the success which follows it. Both parties in this 
House are laboring to win a majority in the next House. 
They are contending for a noble J:rize when they seek to gain 
control of the popular branch of the Government. But surely 
we should hRve no differences about the conditions under which 
the contest ts to be waged. It is well that we should contend 
earnestly for the prize, but it is absolutely necessary that we 
agree upon rules which will make that prize worth the winning, 
whichever party be successful in achieving it. 

I am soon to leave this body. I shall carry out of it, I think, 
the pleasa.ntest recollections of my whole life. I shall always 
recall with pride the fact that I have been honored with mem
bership in it. For I believe firmly that if it were giyen a fair 
chance to show the qualities it possesses, there is not a repre
sentative body in a1l the world that could compare with it in 
its ability to discuss questions, its wisdom in consi:dering them, 
its virtue in dealing with them. [Applause.] If to-morrow it 
were placed in control . of its myn procedure, so that its actual 
majority could decide what questions would be considered, 
within such limits, of coursE>. as to preyent misuse and waste of 
time, this House might not become as important or as interest
ing as the Congresses that preceded the war, but it will become 
the first representative body in all Christendom. [Applause.] 

~rhe main argument-the only argument-in favor of trans
ferring control of the House from the majority of all its Mem
bers to a majority of the Committee on Rules is the necessity 
of providing some method for economizing time. Mr. Chairman, 
if the time that is wasted in this House were employed properly, 
t here is not one question of importance that could not receive 
all the consideration it merited. In what we are doing at this 
moment we · offer a siTilring illustration of the imbecility · to 
which the House has been reduced by some of its rules and the 
waste of time that follows inevitably. The matter that is 
pending befo're the House at present is the District of Co
lumbia appropriation bill. Here we have been engaged in 
a discussion full of interest--{)utside of my own contribu
tion to it-yet it does not touch a question that is befm·e 
the House or that can come before it, except by grace of the 
Committee on Rules. We can not record a vote on this most im
portant proposal, however thoroughly convinced we may be of 
its urgency; a proposal, sir, whose significance was neyer more 
clearly established than by you this afternoon standing in your 
place on the ·fioor. · 

Now, I am aware this House is very sensitive about curtail
ing the limits of general debate. But I think we should remem
ber general debates on appropriation bills had their origin in 
a condition and ·a system that we have abolished. General 
debate in the English House of Commons on an appropriation 
bill turns upon every question of administration. How? Be
cause as each item is presented to the House it furnishes an 
occasion for debate as to conditions that may be imposed upon 
it. Sometimes, and it is a very common way of expressing 
disapproval, a motion is made that tb.e salary of a cabinet 
minister be reduced. When the motion preva ils, it is accepted 
as a vot e of censure on the Government, entailing almost in
variably its overthrow. Sometimes a 1aw of pa ra mount im
portance is passed in the form of a condition attached to an 
appropria tion. I may say, going back further in parliamentary 
history, that all the prerogatives of which the Crown has been 
shorn were all taken from different Kings through conditions 
imposed on appropriation bills. 

Quite naturally general debate on the whole state of the 
Kingdom became a feature of each application for the means to 
carry on government when every shilling granted was accom
panied with the strictest scrutiny of tha.. purposes for which it 
was to be expended and frequently made the subject of .con
ditions imposed by Parliament. 

But, sir, this power of imposing conditions on grants of money 
for the support of governmentwe have surrendered by our own act. 

We haYe abolished by rule the power to incorporate any new 
legislation in appropriation bills. With us gen-eral debate has 
therefore CO!lle to be merely an occasion where .Members ven-

tilate their views on various matters for the edification of their 
constituents, but seldom:, if eyer, with reference to any measure 
actually before the House. By regulating those genera) debates 
so that matters of actual importance -should take precedence of 
abstract irrelevant discussions, ample time would be afforded, 
not merely to take a vote where the existence of a majority was 
challenged by a responsible source, but ample time for such dis
cussion -as would suffice to make clear the nature of any pro
posal on which the judgment of the House was challenged. 

For my part, I would be perfectly willing to vote for a rule 
prohibiting absolutely any discussion that did not touch some 
proposition actually pending before the House. [Applause.] 
We are not here to debate abstractions or waste time listening 
to irrelevant orations, but we are here to consider proposals of 
legislation affecting the general welfare of the community. If 
there be nothing for us to do but vote appropriations upon 
which we refuse to impose any conditions, then it is due to the 
peace of the country that . this potential disturbance to business 
incidental to eYery session of Congress and the consequent wide
spread fear of new legislation should be removed by prompt 
adjournment [Laughter.] 

I have little sympathy with schemes that merely facilitate 
legislation. I must say that the statistics presented by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, now occupying the chair., showing 
that lO,OOO measures passed through the last Congress, to me 
was a display of activity not inspiring, but alarming- almost 
shocking. 

Mr. SIMS. I should like to ask the gentleman to address 
himself to what seems to me an inevitable and terrible abuse, 
and that is the passing of omnibus pension bills and omnibus 
claims bills, in which most vicious sections must be taken or 
the whole bill be defeated. 

1\Ir. COCKRAN. The gentleman is more familiar with that 
sort of legislation than I am. Abuses of that character will 
creep into the operations of a parliamentary body. The gen
tleman can descr ibe them bet ter than I . I am confining myself 
to a single suggestion for amending the r ules, consideration of 
which, I think, would be particularly appropriate at this time! 
There has never been a time when party issues seemed to be so 
faint as at this moment. 

I congratulate the majority on holding the offices of this Gov
ernment while at the same time preparing to enforce our views 
and principles- at least to a great extent. [Laughter.] If the 
new tar iff bill to be reported by the Committee on Ways and 
Means prove as radical a measure of reform as stated by the 
newspapers, and as the speeches of the President-elect have fore: 
shadowed, and I may say as the bearing of the majority mem
bers of the committee indicated during the hearings just con
cluded, party distinctions are fainter than I recollect them to 
have been during the last generation. Surely this is an oppor
tune season for considering impartially the rules by which the 
House is governed. When we realize the great masses of capi
tal embarked in corporate enterprise, and the concentration of 
vast interests in the hands of a very few, raising more complex 
questions of government than the human race has ever consid
ered, . surely . the moment has arrived when the House should 
make at least an impartial inquiry as to whether its procedure 
can be improved, made more effective for whole orne legisla
tion. I repeat I do not contend that the power of the ma jcr ity 
to control ought to be ourtailed in the slightest degree. 

I believe it is absolutely essential to any parliamentary form 
of government that control of the majority be absolute and 
unchecked; that only one condition should be imposed upon it. 
It should be required to show that it is actually a majority at 
the time it is undertaking to exercise control-not merely that it 
had been a majority on the first day of the session. If machin
ery can be provided by which the existence-the continued ex
istence-of a majority is established, then, sir, it is proper and 
necessary that full responsibility for every exercise of power 
should be le-ft with that majority. [Applause.] , Nay, more, 
exercise of that power should be fa stened on the majority; not 
merely conceded, but imposed upon it. 

Thus ·only can the country be placed in a position where it 
can 1;equire from its servants full account of the stewardship 
with which they have been intrusted. 

One gentleman asked me a question which at the time I was 
preYented by an interruption from answering fully: Would I 
abolish the power of the Speaker to appoint committees? No, 
sir; I would not. There must be a leadership of every body. 
Leadership of the Speaker would be eYolved from the inherent 
powers of his office by the very nature of human beings if it 
were not established by any special rule. There never have 
been any nm~ber of human beings charged with a common func
tion where some one or two of them did not assume leadership 
and vractically decide, subject ~ appro\al by the others, the 
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course finally pursued. Any gentleman who has ever tried a 
case before a jury knows that when a verdict is recorded it is 
usually the verdict of one man, approved by the others. Where 
there is a hung jury, it means that two men of such mental 
strength that neither one would give way to the other met in the 
jury room and clashed, with the result that the body divided 
into followers of one or the other and did nothing. We must 
have leadership if we are to do anything. We can not act with 
395 heads and pairs of hands all moving and talking at the same 
time. We must act through one of our number, and that one is 
the medium or agent by which the power of the House is made 
effective. 

It would not improve the present condition if, in addition to 
electing the Speaker and charging him with judicial functions, 
as the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER] suggests, 
we elected another man to serve as leader upon the floor in 
legislative matters. That would be simply· choosing two men 
to perform· the work that one performs a great deal better. I 
do not think any man here has a right to complain of _the 
equipment or constitution of the committees. The powers they 
possess may well be criticised. I do not think that the per
sonnel could be improved by a change. 

Mr. G.A.INES of Tennessee. I should like to hear the gentle
man on this question : Should the power be lodged in the 
Speaker, whether Democrat or Republican, to say that, 
although a majority of this House wants to take up and con
sider a bill, the Speaker shall refuse to give recognition and 
thus prevent consideration of the bill? ' 

1\fr. COCKRAN. I am afraid the gentleman must have been 
out of the Chamber when I was discussing that _very question. 

Mr. G.A.INES of Tennessee. I am sorry to say that I was 
not able to be present during the fore part of the gentleman's 
remarks. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Well, it would have been just as well if the 
gentleman had asked a neighbor whether the matter had been 
discussed before propounding his question. I have been dis
cussing it at very great length, and what I have been coptending 
for is this--

Mr. G.A.INES 'of Tennessee. Anything the gentleman from 
New York says will bear repeating. I should like to hear him 
repeat it. 

1\fr. COCKRAN. Mr. Chairman, I do not quite know how to 
take that; but, considering its source, which I know to be always 
a fountain of benevolence and joy, I believe it is said with the 
most complimentary intention, and as such I accept it. [Laugh
ter.] 

Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of the gentleman from Ten
nessee, let me repeat here that while I believe the power of 
the Speaker should not be curtailed, so far as the appointment 
of committees is concerned, and so far as charging him with 
responsibility for the accomplishment of legislation, yet I think 
it is an outrage upon representative government that any man 
or men, any Speaker or a majority of the Committee on Rules, 
can prevent this House from ascertaining, somehow or other, at 
some time or other, whether any measure offered for its con
sideration is opposed or approved by a majority of its mem
bership. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. As a matter of fact, in the pub
lic building bill--

Mr. COCKRAN. The gentleman from Tennessee must realize 
that suppression of the desire of a majority to consider that 
bill is one among the things of which I complain; and my 
whole argument is that if that one abuse could be remedied, the 
procedure of this House is about as good as could be devised. 
I began with the statement and I close with it, that I think it 
would conduce to the excellence of the work to be performed 
by this House, it would increase the consequence of the Speaker, 
it would facilitate his task in organizing the next House, if a 
committee were appointed now, representing both sides of the 
Chamber, composed of the most experienced parliamentarians, 
and charged with the duty to report, either to this House or 
to the next, an entire system of rules. I doubt whether there 
would be any change in the existing rules, except possibly the 
one that I suggest. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not for one moment insist that the 
remedy suggested by me is the one that should be adopted. It 
might be that such a committee would evolve a much better 
plan for reaching the same end. All that I suggest is and all 
that I care about is this: Some plan should be devised by which 
the House can always ascertain if the force claiming to control 
it is actually a majority; that majority should not be ascer
tained at the beginning of a session and then presumed for the 
rest of the session; it should be established by a vote on every 
proposal when any sensible proportion of our membership chal-
lenges its existence. · 

I think that the number requisite to order the yeas and nays 
should be considered sufficient to call for a vote on any ques
tion; -but if that be considered extravagant, then certainly it 
would conduce enormously to the dignity oi? the House and to 
the value of its procedure if, on motion of the leader of the 
minority, any measure of public importance could be called up 
and a vote taken on the question of considering it. If such a 
motion be defeated, it would be defeated by the majority; if 
the measure be set aside, it would be set aside by the majority. 
I do not even insist that the measure should be actually con
sidered by the House; all that I do insist is that the proposal to 
consider it should be submitted to the House for its action; that 
the leader of the minority could, on a certain notice, move that a 
certain measure be considered, and on that be entitled to a vote 
after such debate or discussion as the majority chose to allow. 
With that amendment, I believe, Mr. Chairman, these rules 
would be found entirely effective for the conduct of the House 
and that the work of the House would enjoy added value in the 
eyes of the community as it became·more clearly, d-istinctly, and 
unmistakably the product, not of a small committee operating 
by cunningly devised machinery, but of free, untrammeled, spon
taneous action by a majority of the membership of the House. 
[Loud applause.] 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to incorporate in my remarks this calendar 
of the British House of Commons, together with House resolu
tion 473, to which the gentleman from Pennsylvania called 
attention. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the RECORD for the 
purpose indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I move that 

the committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly the committee rose, 

and Mr. PAYNE having assumed the chair as Speaker pro 
tempore, Mr. OLMSTED, Chairman of the Committee· of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill JI. R. 25392, 
the District of Columbia appropriation bill, and had instructed 
him to report that it had come to no resolution thereon. 

BILLS LAID UPON THE TABLE. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will lay before 

the House three bills on the House Calendar which have 
already been passed; and, without objection, those bills will lie 
on the table. The Clerk will read the titles. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
The bill (H. R. 119) providing and creating a new division of court 

for the northern judicia district of Texas at Amarillo, Tex. 
The bill (H. R. 11792) to authorize a commission to issue in the 

cases of officers of the army retired with increased rank. 
S. 6487, to govern sea-going barges. 
There was no objection, and the bills were ordered to lie 

on the table. 
ENROLLED DILL SIGNED. 

Mr. WILSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Enrolled 
Bills reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled 
bill ~f the following title, when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 13649. An act providing for the hearing of cases on ap
peal from the district court for the district of Alaska in the 
circuit court of appeals for the ninth .district. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED. 
Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to their 
appropriate committees as indicated below : 

s. 7721. An act for payment to Robert B. Whitacre and Fred
erick T. Hildred the sum of $944.97 for blasting powder used 
by the United States Government to complete the Belle Fourche 
irrigation project-to the Committee on Claims. 

s. 6586. An act to correct the military record of Charles J. 
Smith-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

s. 1197. An act setting apart a tract of land to be used as a 
cemetery by the Independent Order of Odd Fellows of Central 
City, Colo.-to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

s. 556. An act to amend an act entitled "An act to amend an 
act entitled 'An act to amend section 2455 of the Revised Stat
utes of the United States,' approved February 20, 1895," ap
proved June 27, 1906-to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

LEA Vl<i TO WITHDRAW PAPERS. 

Mr. l;ORIMER, by unanimous consent, was given leave to with
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, papers 
in the case of Charles 0 . Brovm (H. R. 20283), Sixtieth Con
gress, no adverse report having been made thereon. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENOE. 

Mr. HousToN, by unanimous consent, was granted leave of ab
sence indefinitely, on account of sickness in his family. 

ADJOURNMENT. 
Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 

House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 

15 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com

munications were taken from the Speaker's table and referred 
as follows: 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior submitting 
an estimate of appropriation for ins~ruments, apparatus, etc., 
for the Geological Survey (H. Doc. No.1288)-to the Committee 
on .Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 
. .A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting an 

estimate of appropriation for post-office building at Westfield, 
Mass. (H. Doc. No. 1289)-to the Committee on .Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

.A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, recommending 
certain legislation in connection with an appropriation for the 
public building at Buffalo, N. Y. (H. Doc. No. 1290)-to the 
Committee on .Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

.A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior submitting 
a proposition of legislation to facilitate cooperative work be
tween the Office of Indian .Affairs and other bureaus (H. Doc. 
No. 1291)-to the Committee on Indian Affairs an(\ ordered to 
be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
statement of the receipts and expenditures of the insular gov
ernment of Porto Rico (H. Doc. No. 1293)-to the Committee 
on Insular Affairs and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting 
- the annual report of Porto Rico (H. Doc. No. 1292)-to the 

Committee on Insular Affairs and ordered to be printed. 
A letter from the Secretary of .A-gricu.Iture, transmitting a 

statement as to appointments, promotions, and other changes 
made in salaries paid from lump snms-to the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Department of Agriculture. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutoins were sev
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and re
ferred to the several calendars therein named, as follows : 

Mr. CAPRON, from the Committee on Military Affairs to 
which was referred the joint resolution of the House (H. J. Res. 
219) to accept the gift of Constitution Island, in the Hudson 
Rh·er, New York, reported the same without amendment ac
companied by a report (No. 1823), which said joint resol~tion 
and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HAY, from the Committee on Military Affairs to which 
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4836) grantlng to the. 
Norfolk County Water Company the right to lay and maintain a 
wa.ter main through the military reservation on Willoughby 
Spit, Norfolk County, Va., reported the same with amendment 
accompanied by a report (No. 1825), which said bill and report 
were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the .state 
of the Union. · 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 
Un.der clause .2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Invalid 

Penswns was discharged from the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 25298) granting a pension to Deborah H. Riggs, and the 
same was referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo

rials of the following titles were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By 1\Ir. JENKINS: A biJ.I (H. R. 25542) relating to liens on 
vessels for repairs, supplies, or other necessaries-to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 25543) authorizing the 
Secretary of the Interior to allot agricultural lands in the Mes
calero Apache Indian Reservation to the Indians resident therein, 

and setting aside the remainder of said reservation .as a na
tional park, and for other purposes-to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25544) to amend an act entitled "An act to 
prohibit the passage of local or special laws in the Territories 
to limit territorial indebtedness, and for other purposes"-to th~ 
Committee on the Territories. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: A bill (H. R. 25545) to provide for 
the enlargement of Fort Bliss, near El Paso, Tex.-to the Com
mittee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25546) to provide for a public building at 
Ballinger, Tex.-to the Commiiiee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. · 

By 1\Ir. ENGLEBRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 25547) relating to 
the regulation of hydraulic mining by the California Debris 
Commission in California-to the Committee on 1\Iines and . 
Mining. 

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. R. 25548) giving rural mail 
carriers holiday on the 25th day of December in each year-to 
the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads . 

By 1\Ir. GOULDEN: A bill (H. R. 25549) authorizing commit
ment to rescue homes in the District pf Columbia-to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By l\Ir. RODENBERG: A bill (H. R. 25550) for the purchase 
of the Oldroyd collection of Lincoln relics, and for other pur
poses-to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. P AY~'"E: .A bill (H. R. 25551) for the relief of cer
tain surgeons, passed assistant surgeons, and assistant surgeons, 
United States Navy, retired-to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By 1\Ir. BARCHFELD: A bill (H. R. 25552) to amend an act 
entitled "An act to amend an act entitled 'An act to authorize 
the construction of a . bridge across the Monongahela River in 
the State of Pennsylvania by the Liberty Bridge Company,' 
approved March 2, 1907," approved March 16, 1908-to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25553) for the relief of the Alaska Pacific 
Railway and Terminal Company-to the Committee oil the 
Territories. 

By Mr. CLARK of Florida: Resolution (H. Res. 475) seek
ing information as to rents paid by the Government for post
office purposes for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1908-to the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Post-Office Department. 

Also, resolution (H. Res. 476) seeking information from the 
Attorney-General as to the employment and uses of special 
agents by the Department of Justice-to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. LASSITER: Resolution (H. Res. 477) directing the 
Secretary of ·war to furnish to the House certain information 
as to damages inflicted upon public work, etc., by freshets in 
the Appomattox River-to the Committee on Rivers and Har
bors. 

By ¥~· LONGWORTH: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 226) 
authonzrng the Secretary of War to loan certain tents for use 
at the festival encampment of the North American Gymnastic 
Union, to be held at Cincinnati, Ohio, in Jun~. 1909-to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. ADAIR: A bill (H. R. 25554) granting a pension to 
Jacob J. Runkel-to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25555) granting a pension to Rezin F. 
Mumma-to the Committee on In·mlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25556) granting a pension to David White
head-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25557) granting a pension to William 
Fording-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25558) granting a pension to William H. 
Richardson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 255~9) granting a pension to William H. 
Armstrong-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25560) for the relief of Joseph Heaton
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ACHESON: A bill (H. R. 25561) granting an increase 
of pension to William A. Bane-to . the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25562) granting an increase of pension to 
Taylor M. ~cFarland-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25563) to correct the military record of 
Henry Applegate-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. ~S : A bill (H. R. 25564) granting a pension ta 
Inez M. Bri?ham-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

, 
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By 1\Ir. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 25565) granting a pension 
to H. C. Smith-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 25566) granting a pension to John J. 
Rogers-to the Committee on In"Valid Pensions. 

AI o, a bill (H. R. 25567) granting a pension to Francisco 
Montoya-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25568) granting a pension to William 
Sweeney-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25569) granting a pension to Bernard 
Higgins-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25570) granting a pension to Sarah A. 
Geck-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25571) granting a pension to Eli New
soms-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25572) granting a pension to George W. 
Mossman-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25573) granting an increase of pension to 
Amanda Paxton-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 25574) for the relief of Ventura 1\Iaestas
to the Committee on Claims. 

·Also, a bill (H. R. 25575) for the relief of H. C. Smith-to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25576) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of Joseph D. Depue-to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

Also, a biU (H. R. 25577) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of Francisco Medina-to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25578) for the relief of the estate of Wil
liam Le Blanc, deceased-to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25579) for the relief of-the estate of 1\Iar
tin Vigil, deceased, and the administrator of the said estate, 
Esla vio Vigil, of Albuquerque, N. Mex.-to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By 1\Ir. ANDRUS: A bill (H. R. 25580) granting an increase 
of pension to George W. Ackerly-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25581) for the relief of the estate of Lydia 
.A.. Oakley, deceased-to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 255 2) for the relief of the heirs of Han
nah F. Traynier-to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. ANSBERRY: A bill (H. R. 25583) granting an in
crease of pension to Jacob J. Bohner-to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. BARCHFELD: A bill (H. R. 25584) granting an in
crease of pension to Michael Sowers-to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. BARNHART: A bill {H. R. 25585) granting an in
crease of pension to Elizabeth Truax-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 25586) grant
ing an increase of pension to JohnS. Osborn-to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25587) granting an increase of pension to 
John T. Vanlandingham-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill {H. R. 25588) granting an increase of pension to 
Marshall Caldwell-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25589) granting an increase of pension to 
John F. Campbell-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25590) granting an increase of pension to 
John Harvey-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25591) granting an increase of pension to 
Alexander Mitchell-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25592) granting an increase of pension to 
James A.. Hill-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
· Also, a bill (H. R. 25593) granting an increase of pension to 
Robert Haywood-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25594) granting an increase of pension to 
George M. Adkins-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25595) for the relief of the estate of Wil
liam M. Caskey-to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25596) granting an increase of pension to 
Albert Applegate-to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BINGH.A.l\f: A bill (H. R. 25597) for the relief of 
Nathan Van Beil and others-to the Committee on ClaimB. 

By Mr. BOUTELL: A bill (H. R. 25598) granting an increase 
of pension to Thomas Conley-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. · 
· By 1\Ir. BURNETT: A bill (H. R. 25599) for the reli.<if of 
J. W. Murry, sr.-to the Committee on War Claims. 

·Also, u bill (H. It. 25600) gruuting an increase of pension to 
James McClellan-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\fr. CALDERHEAD : A bill {H. R. 25601) granting an 
increase of pension to George W. Coffey-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25G02) granting an 'increase of pension to 
Luther R. Johnson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill {H. R. 25603) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph Lyons-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25604) granting a pension to Simon 
Shaw-to the Committee on Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. CAULFIELD: A bill (H. R. 25605) granting a pen
sion to Anna Wykel-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CHAPMAN: A bill (H. R. 25606) granting an in
crease of pension to Francis M. Neel-to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25607) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Phipps-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\lr. CLARK of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 25608) granting 
an increase of pension to John R. Madison-to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COX of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 25609) granting an in
crease of pension to Hartwell Pate-to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. DE ARMOND (by request) : A bill (H. R. 25610) for 
the relief of Jacob S. Young-to the Committee on Claims. 

By 1\.Ir. DENVER: .A. bill (H. R. 25611) granting an increase 
of pension to George A. Ritchey-to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. DIXON·: A bill (H. R. 25612) granting an increase of 
pension to Thomas W. Williamson-to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25613) granting an increase of pension to 
Albert S. Graves-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DRISCOLL: A bill (H. R. 25614) granting an in· 
crease of pension to Albert J. Williams-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25615) granting an increase of pension to 
Willard F. P ardee-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. ENGLEBRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 25616) granting an 
increase of pension to William B. Ellett-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FASSETT: A bill (H. R. 25617) granting an increase 
of pension to Charles T. Ostrander-to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

By 1\fr. FORDNEY: A bill (H. R. 25618) granting an in- . 
crease of pension to Andrew Granger-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FOWLER: A bill (H. R. 25619) granting an increase 
of pension to James E. Tier-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 25620) granting an increase 
of pension to George C. Stevens-to the Committee on Invalitl 
Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. FULTON: A bill (H. R. 25621) granting an increase 
of pension to William Hardenbrook-to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. GUERNSEY: A bill (H. R. 25622) granting a pen
sion to Oliver T. Shepherd-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25623) for the relief of Augustus Hines-
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HALE: A bill (H. R. 25624) granting an increase of 
pension to James Underwood-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. HARDING: A bill (H. R. 25625) granting an in
crease of pension to Henry A. Billow-to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Dy Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 25626) 
granting an increase of pension to Ferdinand H. Wurdemann
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HULL of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 25627) granting an 
increase of pension to Joseph M. Billings-to the Committee 
on In valid Pensions. 

By 1\fr. HULL of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 25628) granting 
a pension to William R. Chaffin-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25629) granting a pension to Samuel D. 
Houston-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GARRETT: A bill (H. R. 25630) to amend and 
correct war records so as to muster in and muster out of 
service in United States Army W. H. Parker, of Gibson County, 
Tenn., and to grant to him an honorable discharge-to the Com
mittee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25631) granting an increase of pension to 
William Renders-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. . 

By 1\ir. OLLIE 1\L JAl\IES: A. bill (H. It. 25632) granting an 
increase of pension to Fletcher Harrison-to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 25633) for the 
relief of Thomas J. Pottinger-to the Committee on War Claims. 
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. By Mr. KEIJIHER: A bill (H. R. 25634) granting a pension 

to S~rah A. Tasker-to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. LAFEAN: A bill (H. R. 25635) granting an increase 

of pension to Florencia M. Noel-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. LAMAR of Missouri: A .bill (H. R. 25636) granting 
an increase of pension to James W. Mires-to the Committee 
on Invttlid Pensions. 

By Mr. LOUDENSLAGER: A bill (H. R. 25637) granting an 
increase of pension to James K. Winant-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25638) granting an increase of pension to 
David Borton-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
_ By Mr. McHENRY: A bill (H. R. 25639) granting a pension 
to Martin Purcell-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25640) granting a pension to Benjamin F. 
Hicks-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25641) granting a pension to Luther L. 
Kauffman-to the Committee on Pensions. 

By 1\fr. McLAIN (by request) : A bill (H. R. 25642) for the 
relief of the administrator of the estate of Haller Nutt, de
ceased-to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. MALBY: A bill (H. R. 25643) to correct the military 
record of William Beardsley-to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. NEEDHAM: A bill (H. R. 25644) granting an in
crease of pension to Isaiah Clarke Steele-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. NELSON: A bill (II. R. 25645) granting an increase 
of pension to William J. Gleason-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensi<>ns. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25646) granting an increase of pension to 
,William F. Martch-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25647) granting an increase of pension to 
Mark Tomlinson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25648) granting a pension to Edward P. J. 
Spragg-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. NORRIS: A bill (H. R. 25649) granting an increase of 
pension to James L. Harvey-to the Committee on Invalid ~en-
sions. , 

By l\Ir. PORTER: A bill (H. R. 25650) granting an increase 
of pension to Volney Mudge-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: A bill (H. R. 25651) granting a pension 
to Elmer A. Rodkey-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25652) granting an increase of pension to 
Sellers Raugh-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25653) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Berkey-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25654) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob R. Miller-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25655) granting an increase of pension to 
Albert Sanders-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 25656) granting 
an increase of pension to Martha Harrison-to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25657) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel C. Parker-to the Committee on Pensions. 

_By l\Ir. SMITH of Texas: A bill (H. R. 25658) granting an 
increase of pension to William H. Newsom-to the Committee 
on Inmlid Pensions. 

By Mr. SOUTHWICK: A bill (H. ll. 25659) granting a pen
sion to George Hallenbeck-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
siom;. 

By l\Ir: SPERRY: A bill (H. R. 25660) granting an increase 
of pension to Jane D. Peyton-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. THISTLEWOOD: A bill (H. R. 25661) granting an 
increase of pension to L. F. Morse-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25662) granting an increase of pension to 
John 0. Durall-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25663) granting an increase of pension to 
John A. Burgner-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25664) granting an increase of pension to 
Adrian Paul-to the Committee on Invalid Bensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 25665) -granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew J. Lolless-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25666) granting an increase of pension to 
Michael D. Price-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25667) granting an increase of pension to 
Anderson Pryon-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 25668) to remoYe the charge of desertion 
from the record of William Millis-to the Committee on Mili
tary Affairs. 

By Mr. TOU YELLE: A bill (H. R. 25669) granting a pension 
to Scott Wilkins-to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. vVASHBURN: A bill (H. R. 25670) granting an in
crease of pension to Frank L. Curby-to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. WOOD: A bill (H. R. 25671) granting an increase of 
pension to ·Gershom C. Hires-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. KIMBALL: A bill (H. R. 25672) granting an increase 
of pension to John Kiger, jr.-to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions. · 

By Mr. WHEELER: A bill (II. R. 25673) granting an increase 
of pension to Silas B. Card-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and 
papers were laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

By Mr. ACHESON: Petition of National Woman's Christian 
Temperance Union, for legislation to protect prohibition terri
tory against liquor traffic through interstate commerce-to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Tailor 1\I. McFar
land-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Trades League of Philadelphia, for appropria
tion to construct a 30-foot channel in the Delaware River-to 
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of J. P. Hammond and others, favoring a · 
parcels-post and savings bank law-to the Committee on the 
Post-Office and Post-Roads . . 

Also, petition of R. A. McCoy, of New Brighton, Pa., for legis
lation prohibiting sale of intoxicants on all property controlled 
by the United States Government-to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Dairy Grange, No. 1308, of West Brownsville, 
Pa., favoring establishment of postal savings banks and a par
cels post-to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of William A. Bane
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also petition of American Prison Association, for appropria
tion to assist work of the International Prison Commission
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ADAIR: Petition of T. B. Davis and others, against 
S. 3940 (Johnston Sunday law)-to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Lewis Mack-to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER of New York: Petition of Interna
tional Brotherhood of Stationary Firemen, Local No. 11, of 
Buffalo, N. Y., favoring H. R. 16880-to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Gifford Ramsey-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Joseph H. Hosteter and others, of Canal 
Dover, Ohio, against S. 3940 (Johnston Sunday law)-to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BANNON: Papers to accompany bills for relief of 
Jane Pool, guardian of Frank Pool, and George W. Schach
leiter-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: Petition of American Prison 
Association, for appropriation to aid preparatory work of Inter
national Prison Commission, etc.-to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

Also, petition of R. W. Switzer and others, for a parcels-post 
system and postal savings banks-to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. CHAPMAN; Petition of citizens of Gallatin and 
White counties, Ill., for appropriation to render safely na-.igable 
the Wabash River-to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. COUDREY: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Phillipina Fishback (previously referred to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions)-to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. ORA VENS : Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Amanda E. Daly and Farrell Daly-to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. DIXON: Petition of W. C. Vinson and 11 other citi
zens of Grayfords, Ind., favoring a parcels post and a postal 
savings banks law-to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post
Roads. 

By Mr. ELLIS of Oregon : Petition of 1\f. S. Raup and 24 
others, of Milton; Arthur Moon and 14 others, of Baker City; 
George Milner and 7 others, of Freewater,. all in the State of 
Oregon, against S. 3940 (Johnston Sunday law)-to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 
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By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT: Petition of Oscar J. Braner and 
others, against the passage of S. 3940 (proper observance of 
Sunday as a day of rest in the DiStrict of Columb1a)-to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By .Mr. FAIRCIDLD: Petitions of Vega Grange, No. 1025; 
Elk Creek Grange, No. 506; and Hugenot Grange, . No. 1028, 
favoring a parcels-post and postal savings bank law-to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By .Mr. FOCHT: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Henry 
Loudenschlager-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FULLER: Paper to accompany bil}. for relief of 
George Stevens-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of A. C. Bartlett, against parcels post on rural 
free-deliYery routes-to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of F. P. Bartlett and members of Wactham 
Grange, No. 584, Patrons of Husbandry, favoring a parcels-post 
Ia.w-to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of American Wire and Iron Works, of Rockford, 
Ill., against decision by Interstate Commerce Commission "rela
tive to goods shipped in car lots if not all owned by one con
signor "-to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. FULTON: Petition of citizens of Cimarron County, 
Okla., for legislation permitting homesteaders in Cimarron 
County to make final proof upon a showing of one year's resi
dence and cultivation without paying for the land-to the Com
mittee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. GARRETT: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
William H. Bender-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of W. H. Parker-to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. GOULDEN: Petition of J. W. Lewis and other resi
dents of New York City, favoring legislation to secure fair con
sideration of railway measures; to discourage purely antirail
road legislation, and to favor such an adjustment of transpor
tation rates as will be adequately remunerative to the railroads 
and assure maintenance of the wage scale--to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HARDWICK: Petition of Southern States Fertilizer 
and Phosphate Company, · favoring repeal of duty on sulphate 
of ammonia-to the Committee on Ways a!ld 1\Ieans. 

By Mr. HASKINS: Petition of G. W. Shaw and others, of 
Woodstock, Vt, for a postal savings bank and parcels-post law
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By 1\lr. HAYES: Petitions of James Devery and 143 other 
citizens of Santa Clara, Cal.; Jules 1\I. Sahlein and 20S other 
citizens of San Francisco, Cal.; F. W. Turpe and 97 other citi
zens of Richmond, Cal.; L. Mathis and 59 other citizens of 
Monterey, Cal.; J. McKay and 29 other citizens of Eureka, 0.::'1.1.; 
G. Merla and 12 other citizens of Melitta, Cal.; George Lit
tle and 8 other citizens of Oakland, 1\fd.; Walter Beck and 
103 other citizens of Picture Rocks, Pa. ; Nick Castillo and 212 
other citizens of San Jose, Cal. ; Frank E. Barrington and 49 
other citizens of Baltimore, Md.; Charles Woodbridge and other 
citizens of San Jose, Cal., as follows: W. P. Carey, F. T. Wright, 
Herman W. Buhry, P. D. Culbertson, W. R. Lipsett, Frank Peris, 
George A. Davis, Ralph Harper, J. A. Magistuth, C. Crowder, 
Frederick Hernandey, W. F. Carroll, P. T. Bayard, Thomas D. 
Manhire, S. W. Smith, W. A. Salsbury, R. :M. Squire, L. G. Son
thurst, Frank Spizelle, J. E. Byers, J. W. Trousdell, R. W. Craig, 
F. J. Hepp, W. T. Murray, Frank Hernandy, C. Shannon, 0. H. 
Carl, H. M. Johnson, A. M. Sallour, S. P. Soberanis, P. 1\Icin
tyre, Asa G. Davis, F. B. Cavalli, M. Coreia, L.. Frietsch, R. W. 
Ebey, and 1\Iathew Knoeppel; citizens of Santa Clara, Cal., as 
follows: John L. Frost, R. B. Jones, C. E. Lear, John Smith, 
and W. C. Carter; A. Mazzoline and E. H. Misner, of 51 East 

~ P-ark street, San Francisco; Andy Dunning, of 1\IiJpitas, Cal.; 
and A.. W. Buchanan, of Sunnyvale, Cal., all for an effective 
.Asiatic exclusion law relative to all Asiatics save merchants, 
students, and travelers-to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petitions of F. B. Ringlop and 124 other citizens of San 
Jose, Cal.; G. F. Taylor and 20 other citizens of High Point, 
N. C. ; A. E. Bell and 48 other citizens of Mooreville, N. C. ; 
George H. Karns and 47 other citizens of Cumberland, Md. ;. 
D. H. Murray and 22 oth~r citizens of Long Corner, 1\fd; Harry 
J. Rothrock and 9 other citizens of New Castle, Del.; citizens of 
San Jose, Cal., as follows: Louis Lightston, August Rubin, 
L. R. Bornhardt, E. J. Shook, A. U. Sutton, J. Hannam, Philip J. 
Manning, D. H. Goachan, L. R. Nash, L. E. Bordman, and S. 
Coley; citizens of Milpitas, Cal., as follows: N. H. Whealen, 
George Shoemaker, ' John Brown, Thomas F. Brien, James 
Marrs, John F. Collins, F. A. Brandis, W. F. Snow, J. J. Costi
gan, James O'Brien, Fred Althouser, J. B. Walters, and Charles 
W. Gates; and John W. Kelly, of San Francisco, all for a more 

effective law against immigration of Asiatics, save merchants, 
students, and travelers-to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: Petition of Farmington 
Grange, No. 49, Patrons of Husbandry, for parcels post on rural 
free-delivery routes and for postal savings banks-to the Com
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. HOWELL o.f New Jersey: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of Mary Robinson (H. R. 25461)-to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Charles P. Worth
ley (H. R. 25462)-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: Petitions of citizens of Silver 
City, Salt Lake City, Robinson, and Eureka, Utah, asking for 
retention of existing tariff on lead and lead ores-to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KNAPP: Petition of Great Bend Grange, No. 642, 
of New York, favoring the parcels post and postal savings bank 
system-to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By 1\Ir. LANING: Petition of Milford Grange, of Centerburg, 
Ohio, favoring parcels-post and postal savings banks-to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. · 

By 1\lr. LINDSAY: Petition of Woman's Christian Temper
ance Union convention in Denver, for legislation to protect pro
hibition territory against liquor traffic through interstate com
merce, etc.-to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of National Negro Fair Association, favoring an 
appropriation in aid of National Negro Exposition near the city 
of Mobile--to the Committee on Industrial Arts and Expositions. 

Also, petition of American Prison Association, for appropria
tion in aid of preparatory work of International Prison Com
mission-to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By 1\lr. McCREARY: Petition of General Assembly of the 
Presbyterian Church, for legislation to secure fifty-two full rest 
days to all employees engaged in interstate commerce--to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. McHENRY: Petition of citizens of Sullivan County, 
Pa., favoring parcels-post and savings banks laws-to the Com
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of union meeting of 6 churches of Mount Car
mel, Pa., favoring bill prohibiting importation, manufacture, 
and sale of opium in the whole jurisdiction of the United States 
Government, except guardedly for proper medicinal purposes
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. 1\IALBY: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Wil
liam Beardsley-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By 1\fr. 1\IANN: Petition of Asiatic Exclusion League of 
North America, for effective law against Asiatics save mer
chants, students, and travelers-to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

Also, -petition of wholesale association of · Detroit, favoring 
free trade with Canada-to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PAYJ\TE: Papers to accompany bills for relief of 
Elnathan Sweet and Almon B. Cooper-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of J. J. Bardue and others, for enactment (l.f 
parcels-post and postal savings banks laws-to the Committee 
on -the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, papers to accompany S. 7254 (the army elimination 
bill)-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By 1\Ir. PEARRE: Petition of Harris & Filler, of Freder ick, 
Md., favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined sugars-to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PRAY: Petition of citizens of Butte, Mont., for legis
lation pensioning members of the United States Telegraph 
Corps in the civil war-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS : Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Sellars Raugh-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, papers to accompany bills for relief of Albert Sanders, 
Jacob R. Miller, and George ·w. Berkey-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 
- By Mr. SHERMAN: Petition of various residents of Vienna, 
N. Y., against passage of the Johnston Sunday rest bill (S. 
3940)-to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Rv Mr. SMITH of 1\lichigan: Petitions of David Muir and 14 
other citizens of Duluth, and Tobias Chenulson and 21 other 
citizens of West Duluth, 1\Iinn., against passage of Senate bill 
3940-to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By 1\Ir. TOU VELLE: Petition of Thomas Duffield & Sons 
and J. Boyd Douglass, of Lima, Ohio, favoring repeal of duty 
on raw and refined sugars-to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of Jackson Grange, No. 341, of Ada, Ohio, for 
a parcels post on rural free-delivery routes and for postal sa v
ings banks-to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads~ 
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By Mr. WALDO: Petition of Frederick J. Kreutzel, Max R. 

Stein, Leo Haber, George Hayman, P. J. Colger, and Voss 
Brothers, favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined sugars
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WASHBURN: Petition of citizens of Worcester, 
Mass., against passage of Senate bill 3940-to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of H. L. Wheeler and others, of Pomona Grange, 
representing 700 Patrons of Husbandry, in favor of a parcels
post and postal savings banks-to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Frank L. Kirby
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

SENATE. 

FRIDAY, January 8, 1909. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Edward E. Hale. 
The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's 

proceedings. 
Mr. LODGE. I ask that the further reading of the Journal 

be dispensed with. 
Mr. CULBERSON. I object, 1\Ir. President. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection is made. The Secre

tary will resume the reading of the Journal. 
The Secretary resumed and concluded the reading of the 

Jom·nal, and it was approved. 
MANUFACTURED PRODUCTS IN FOREIGN MARKETS. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi
cation from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, stating, by 
direction of the Pre.sident and in response to a resolution of 
the 16th ultimo, that the Department of Commerce and Labor 
possesses no data which would enable the preparation of a 
statement of all manufactured products of the United States 
sold or exported to be sold in foreign markets at lower rates 
than like articles are sold in American markets ( S. Doc. No. 
640), which was referred to the Committee on Finance and 
ordered to be printed. 

ELECTORAL VOTES OF OKLAHOMA. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi
cation from the Secretary of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, an authenticated copy of the certification of the final as
certainment of electors for President and Vice-President ap
pointed in the State of Oklahoma, which, with the accompany
ing paper, was ordered to be filed. 

REPORT QF AMERICAN INSTRUCTORS OF THE DEAF. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate, pursuant to 
law, the report of the convention of American Instructors of 
the Deaf ( S. Doc. No. 645), which was referred to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor and ordered to be printed. 

FINDINGS OF THE COURT OF CLAIMS. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate communica
tions from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting certified copies of the findings of fact filed by the court 
in the following causes : 

In the cause of T. F. Gough, administrator of the estate of 
Mary A. Gough, deceased, v. United States (S. Doc. No. 643); 
and 

In the cause of William E. Floyd, administrator of the es
tate of Asa Crow, deceased, v. United States (S. Doc. No. 642). 

The foregoing findings were, with the accompanying papers, 
referred to the Committee on Claims and ordered to be printed. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed 
the following ·bills, in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. R. 19095. An act authorizing the Secretary of the In
terior to sell isola ted tracts of land within the Nez Perce Indian 
Resen-a tion ; and 

H. R. 21458. An act authorizing sales of land within the 
Coeur d'Alene Indian Reservation to the Northern Idaho In
sane Asylum and to the University of Idaho. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the following enrolled bill, and it was thereupon 

. signed by the Vice-President: 
H. R. 13649. An act providing for the hearing of cases on 

appeal from the district court for the district of Alaska in the 
circuit court of appeals for the ninth district. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented petitions of the Synod of 
Ohio; the Synod of Baltimore, 1\Id.; the Synod of California; 
the Synod of illinois, and the Synod of Indiana, all ,of the 
Presbyterian Church of the United States, praying for the en
actment of legislation to prohibit Sunday banking in post-offices 
in the handling of money orders and registered letters, which 
were referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented petitions of the Synod of Ohio; the Synod 
of Kansas; the Synod of Baltimore, 1\Id., and the Synod of 
California, all of the Presbyterian Church of the United States, 
praying for the enactment of legislation requiring all indi
viduals and corporations engaged in interstate commerce to 
grant their employees fifty-two rest days in each year, which 
were referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Wood 
County, Ohio; of Gaffney, S. C.; of Cass County, 1\Io.; of 
Udora and Omega, Okla.; of Iron River, 1\Iich. ; and of Clyde, 
San Marcial, and San Antonio, N. 1\Iex., remonstrating against 
the passage of the so-called "Johnston Sunday-rest biirfor the 
District of Columbia," which were referred to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

He also presented a petition of the Central Labor Union of 
the District of Columbia, praying for the enactment of legis
lation providing a new form of government for the District of 
Columbia, which was referred to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

He also presented petitions of Local Grange No. 28, of New 
Hope, N. Y.; of Resort Grange, No. 341, of Emmet County, 
1\fich.; of Emerald Grange, No. 789, of Conewango Valley, N.Y., 
all Patrons of Husbandry, and of sundry citizens of the State 
of Ohio, praying for the passage of the so-called " rural par
cels-post" and "postal savings banks" bills, which were re
ferred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a petition of Typographical Union No. 8, 
American Federation of Labor, of St. Louis, 1\fo., praying for 
the enactment of legislation to arrest the tendency of federal 
courts to invade the rights of the citizens, which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. SCOTT presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Mason
town, W. Va., remonstrating against the passage of the so
called "postal savings banks" bill, which was referred to the 
Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

1\Ir. DILLINGHAM presented petitions of sundry citizens of 
the State of Vermont, praying for the passage of the so-called 
"rural parcels-post" and "postal savings banks" bills, which 
were referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

Mr. BURROWS presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Central Lake, Mich., praying for the passage of the so-called 
"rural parcels-post" and "postal savings banks" bills, which 
was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

Mr. PILES presented a petition of sundry citizens of Camas, 
Wash., praying for the passage of the so-called " rural parcels
post" and "postal savings banks" bills, which was referred 
to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

1\Ir. NELSON presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Princeton, 1\Iinn., remonstratnig against the passage of the so
called "parcels-p"st bill," which was referred to the Committee 
on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a memorial of the Trades and Labor As
sembly of Minneapolis, 1\Iinn., remonstrating against any steps 
being taken by the United States Government for the delivery 
of Jan Pauren and Christian Rudowitz to the Russian Govern
ment. and praying for the discharge of Martin Juraw from im
prisonment in Chicago, Ill., which was referred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. WARNER presented the petition of Eliza Smith, of 
Liberty, 1\Io., praying that she be reimbursed for property taken 
by United States troops during the civil war, which was -re
ferred to the Committee on Claims. 

He also presented the petition of Benjamin F. McCallum, of 
Missouri City, Mo., praying that he be granted a pension, which 
was referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented the petition of Samuel T. Skidmore, of 
Jackson County, 1\fo., praying that he be reimbursed for prop
erty taken by United States troops during the ·civil war, which 
was referred to the Committee on Claims. 

He also presented the petition of Catherine La Brash, of 
Kansas City, Mo., praying that she be granted a pension, which 
was referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented the petition of Emily S. Applegate, of 
Birmingham, Mo., praying that she be granted a pension, which 
was referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented the petition of John Allen, of Jackson 
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